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Ms. Robin A. Guerrero
Deputy Executive Officer
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
Room 383, Kenneth Hahn
Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Ms. Guerrero:
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This is a notice of appeal from the decision of the Regional Planning Commission on:
(Check One)

‘)( The Denial of this request
The Approval of this request

The following conditions of the approval:
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Briefly, the reason for this appeal is as follows:

The Regional Planning Commission failed to recognize the pattern of

development in the immediate area and the fact that there are many parcels

surrounding the subject property that are smaller than the proposed new parcels

and erred in concluding that no other subdivisions have occurred in proximity to

the subject property. The Commission also failed to accommodate any

modification to the site layout that might have provided a simple resolution to one

issue of concern expressed at the public heaﬂng

Enclosed is a check (or rr-nney order in the total amount of $ ﬁ—" 55¢ :

The amountof § 30 I La., is estimated to cover the cost of preparzng for the
Board of Supervisors Six (8) copies of the transcript of all pertinent hearings held by the
Regional Planning Commission. The amount of $1,548.00 for applicants or $775.00 for
non-applicants is to cover the Regional Planning Department’s processing fee.
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(Signed) L/ -/ Appellant O
CAKDLYN INGEAM SE| TZ
Print Name

Yo X 265

Address
ALTADENA CA G1003- p2bs
WA 245 1233

Day Time Telephone Number

52008 ACZ Sechon Formsvippeal Land Use Permits goc



Ms. Robin A. Guerrero
Deputy Executive Officer
Los Angeles, County Board of Supervisor
Room 383, Kenneth Hahn
Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Ms. Guerrero:

Subject: Tentative Fract/Parcel Map No.

Applicant:  ALEX. ¢ (LADISLAVA

Date ~ U ;'{0‘; 9‘{)‘?3)

OLH0 10

RoG)C

Location: 27/b  WILLOW HAVEN DEIVE

LA CREsCENTA, (A

A CRESDENTA

Related zoning matters:

Zoned District

CUP or VAR No. (Al 205 - D05 ) (5) A rd

VAL Ro071- 0011 -(5 )

Change of Zone Case No.

Other

This is a notice of appeal from the decision of the Regional Planning Commission in the
subject case. Submitted herewith is a check (or money order), in the total amount of
$1,548.00. The fee of $260.00 is to cover the cost of a hearing by the Board of
Supervisors and the fee of $1,288.00 is to cover the Regional Planning Department's

processing fee.
This is to appeal: (Check one)

X" The Denial of this request

The Approval of this request

The following conditions of the approval:
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Effective 03/01/08



Briefly, the reason for this appeal is as follows:

The Regional Planning Commission failed to recognize the pattern of

development in the immediate area and the fact that there are many parcels

surrounding the subject property that are smaller than the proposed new parcels

and erred in concluding that no other subdivisions have occurred in proximity to

the subject property. The Commission also failed to accommodate any

modification to the site layout that might have provided a simple resolution to one

issue of concern expressed at the public hearing.

Please set this matter for hearing as follows: (Check one)

in accordance with Section 66452.5 of the Government
Code, please set this matter for hearing within 30 days of the
receipt of this appeal.

- 0r -
25/ In accordance with Section 66452.5 of the Government

Code, | hereby request that this matter not be set for hearing
until further notice from me.
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Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning

Planning for the Challenges Ahead

Jon Sanabria
Acting Director of Planning

April 16, 2009

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
County of Los Angeles

383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Supervisors:

TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 063010
APPLICANT: MR. ALEX ROGIC
2716 WILLOWHAVEN DRIVE
LA CRESCENTA, CA 91214
LA CRESCENTA ZONED DISTRICT
FIFTH SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT (3-VOTE)

On May 21, 2008, the Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission
(“Commission”) held a public hearing on Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010, Variance
Case No. 2007-00011-(5) and Conditional Use Permit Case No. 2005-00151-(5). At
the hearing, the Commission indicated its intent to deny the project, and,
subsequently, took its final action on June 18, 2008, denying the project. The denied
project proposed a division of land to create three single-family parcels (including one
flag lot) on 0.73 gross acres.

The Commission’s decision was appealed to your Board by the owner of the subject
property, Mr. Alex Rogic, and a public hearing was held on October 28, 2008.
Testimony was heard regarding the following concerns:

e The project does not comply with the Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions
of the original Tract Map No. 29172, which created the subject parcel of land
and surrounding residential parcels

e The project is not technically stable as proposed on the “steep” hillside
e The project requires excessive grading of the existing hillside

e The design of the two new proposed residences is not compatible with the
“floor plan” of the homes built with the original tract

e The project is inconsistent with the character of the community

320 West Temple Street = Los Angeles, CA 90012 = 213-974-6411 = Fax: 213-626-0434 = TDD: 213-617-2292
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After hearing all testimony, your Board continued the public hearing to January 27,
2009, and directed Mr. Rogic to make the following changes to the project:

Reduce the subdivision proposal to two single-family parcels
Limit the residential structure to a maximum of two stories
Limit the building height to a maximum of 25 feet

Provide a minimum front yard setback distance of 15 feet

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT YOUR BOARD:

1. Consider the Negative Declaration for Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010,
together with any comments received during the public review process, find
that the Board finds on the basis of the whole record before the Board that
there is no substantial evidence the project will have a significant effect on the
environment, find the Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment
and analysis of the Board, and adopt the Negative Declaration.

2. Instruct County Counsel to prepare the necessary findings and conditions to

overturn the denial of the Commission regarding Tentative Parcel Map No.
063010 and approve the redesigned project.

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

1. Project Background

Prior to the filing of Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010, the current owner and
applicant, Mr. Rogic filed an earlier subdivision request, Tentative Parcel Map No.
17188 (“PM 17188"), a proposal to create two single-family parcels on the subject
property, on July 18, 1985. The project was denied by a Los Angeles County
Hearing Officer ("Hearing Officer”) on July 31, 1986. The Hearing Officer's findings
indicated that the proposal was inconsistent with the hillside management provisions
of the General Plan and that the site was not physically suitable for development.
The project was appealed to the Commission by the applicant, and the denial was
sustained by the Commission on October 1, 1986. The denial was appealed to your
Board by the applicant on January 22, 1987. After one continuance, the denial was
upheld, and Tentative Parcel Map No. 17188 was denied by your Board and on
September 29, 1987.

On May 21, 2008, the Commission held a public hearing on Tentative Parcel Map
No. 063010, Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) Case No. 2005-00151-(5) and Variance
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Case No. 2007-00011-(5). The CUP request was to ensure compliance with urban
hillside management design review criteria, and the Variance request was to allow
less than the minimum required net lot area in the R-1-10,000 (Single-Family
Residential - 10,000 Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area) zone for two
proposed single-family parcels (7,750 net square feet provided for each).

The Commission heard a presentation from staff, as well as supporting and opposing
testimony. Testimony in support of the project included the following:

o Future residences on the subject property will be constructed to a higher
engineering standard than the existing surrounding residences

o All needed services, infrastructure and schools are already present in the area

o New construction will be both an “improvement” and “benefit’ to the
community

* The proposed lots are larger than many of the existing surrounding lots and
that a wide street frontage is proposed for the new parcels along Rockpine
Lane, which is consistent with the community

Testimony in opposition to the project included the following:

e The proposed development is not in character with the community and that the
project does not conform to the “overall plan of the area”

e An “out of control” subdivision precedent should not be set in the community

e The same denial findings from 1987 are still valid today and that an approval
would “reverse the old decision”, setting a bad precedent

o The original tract CC&Rs influenced the decision to move to the area; they
should be upheld, and the project does not comply with the CC&Rs

e Those in support of the project do not live in the immediate area

After hearing all testimony, the Commission discussed the facts of the case and
continued the public hearing until June 18, 2008, instructing staff to prepare findings
for denial. At the June 18, 2008 public hearing, the Commission based its decision
for the denial on the following:

e The design of improvement of the proposed subdivision is inconsistent with
the General Plan, including hillside management provisions

o There is some evidence that the proposed project will be materially detrimental
to the use, enjoyment, or valuation of property of other persons located in the
vicinity of the project site

» The site is physically unsuitable for the type of development and density being
proposed, since the property does not have adequate building sites to be
developed
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On June 18, 2008, the Commission denied the project. The applicant subsequently
appealed the Commission’s decision, and a public hearing was held by your Board
on October 28, 2008. At the October 28, 2008 public hearing, after hearing a
presentation from staff and considering all testimony, your Board directed the
applicant to redesign the project.

2. Revised Project Description

On March 2, 2009, a revised project design was reviewed by the Los Angeles County
Subdivision Committee (“Committee”). The revised design depicts two single-family
parcels, with one new proposed two-story residence, 25 feet in height from the
finished grade, and a front yard setback distance of 15 feet. The revised design
meets all four criteria directed by your Board at the October 28, 2008 public hearing.

Since the project has been reduced from three to two single-family parcels, no CUP
(for density within an urban hillside management area) or Variance (for less than the
required lot area in the R-10,000 zone) is required. The project does not exceed the
midpoint density threshold of two dwelling units for urban hillside management;
therefore, an urban hillside management CUP is not required. Regarding the
Variance and minimum lot area, the project is able to meet the existing R-1-10,000
zoning requirement of at least 10,000 square feet of net lot area for each proposed
parcel. As the CUP and Variance are no longer required, only the tentative parcel
map application is before your Board for consideration.

The Los Angeles County Departments of Regional Planning, Fire, Parks and
Recreation, and Public Health have cleared the revised project design for public
hearing. Public Works asked that the driveway design be modified so that adequate
line of sight distance from the end of the driveway to the existing street could be
provided, and an exhibit was submitted and circulated addressing Public Works’
concerns regarding the driveway design. On April 13, 2009, all Committee
Departments issued updated reports clearing the revised project with modified
driveway design, including Public Works.

3. Staff Recommendation
The Committee recommends approval of the revised project design with the attached
conditions.

Additional exhibits depicting the site plan, floor plans and elevations of the proposed
new single-family residence have been attached for your Board’s review and
information, which show the design of the project and its architectural style in greater
detail. These plans and exhibits have been made available to the public at the
offices of Regional Planning (Hall of Records, Rm. 1382) and also scanned in digital
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format on the Regional Planning website (planning.lacounty.gov) for added
convenience, as well as part of this Board transmittal.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

On August 3, 2006, a Negative Declaration was completed for the proposed
development. It was determined that the project will have less than significant/no
impacts on the environment.

IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES OR PROJECTS

Action on the proposed tentative parcel map is not anticipated to have a negative
impact on current services and/or projects.

Sincerely,

DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING
Jon Sanabria, Acting Director of Planning

Sorin Alexanian, Acting Deputy Director
Current Planning Division

SA:SMT:jds

Attachments: Revised tentative parcel map, dated February 5, 2009
One set of revised building plans (six sheets total)
One driveway exhibit, dated March 24, 2009
Revised draft conditions of approval

c Chief Executive Officer
Acting County Counsel
Assessor
Director, Department of Public Works
Acting Director, Department of Regional Planning



DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING
TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 063010 Map Date: February 5, 2009

DRAFT CONDITIONS:

1.

. The subdivider shall provide at least 50 feet of street f

. The subdivider or successor in

Conform to the requirements of Title 21 of the Los Angeles County Code (“County
Code”), the R-1-10,000 (Single-Family Residential-10,000 Square Foot Minimum
Required Lot Area) zone, and the requirements of the La Crescenta-Montrose
Community Standards District (“CSD").

e for Parcel No. 1, and

at least 27 feet of street frontage for the “flag lot” Pa n the tentative map.

and Fire Lane” on the final map.

The subdivider or successor in interest=
distance of 15 feet on Parcel No. 1. Subn
new development to the Los Angeles C
(“Regional Plannlng ') for reviews

lan showing the location of all
rtment of Regional Planning

constructed on Parcel No. 1 subs
driveway deplcted 1¢

_ uary 5, 2009. Submit a copy
of a site plan s mance prior to the issuance of building

permits.

. side and year yard setbacks and/or 42
{ front yard setback Submit a site p!an showing the

' no more than two stories and is no greater than 25 feet in
m the finished grade elevation. Submit a site plan, floor
o Regional Planning for review and approval prior to building

height as meas
plans and e[e%fv:
permit issuance. =

. The subdivider or successor in interest shall record a covenant with the Los Angeles

County Recorder indicating compliance with Condition Nos. 4, 5, 6 and 7 of this
grant. The covenant shall include the language of the aforementioned conditions.
Submit a draft copy of the covenant to Regional Planning for review and approval
prior to final map recordation. After recordation, submit a copy of the recorded
document to Regional Planning.
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9. Afinal parcel map is required. A waiver is not allowed.

10.Per Section 21.32.195 of the County Code, the subdivider shall plant or cause to be
planted at least one new tree of a non-invasive species within the front yard of each
residential lot. The location and the species of said trees shall be incorporated into a
site plan or landscape plan. Prior to final map approval, the site/landscaping plan
shall be approved by the Director of Regional Planning and a bond shall be posted
with Public Works or other verification shall be submitted to the satisfaction of
Regional Planning to ensure the planting of the required tree

11.Within three (3) days of tentative map approval,
$2,068.00) payable to the County of Los Angele
posting of a Notice of Determination in comp

ocessing fees (currently
1ection with the filing and

0 Fish and Game
Code to defray the costs of fish and wildlife I ent incurred by

12.The subdivider shall defend, lndemmfy and - 1armless the County, its agents,
officers, and employees from a ceeding against the County or its
agents, officers, and employee
approval or related discretionary

1al costs shall be billed and deducted for the
pense involved in the department's cooperation in the
d to, depositions testimony, and other assistance to

eposit, the subdivider shall deposit additional fund to bring the
-to the amount of the initial deposit. There is no limit to the
number of supplemental deposits that may be required prior to completion of
the litigation.

b. At the sole discretion of the subdivider, the amount of an initial or
supplemental deposit may exceed the minimum amounts defined herein,

The cost for collection and duplication of records and other related documents will be
paid by subdivider according to Section 2.170.010 of the County Code.
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Draft Conditions

Except as modified herein above, this approval is subject to all those conditions set
forth in the attached reports recommended by the Subdivision Committee, which
consists of the Departments of Regional Planning, Public Works, Fire, Parks and
Recreation, and Public Health.




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/2
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION — SUBDIVISION

PARCEL MAP NO. 63010 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED _02-05-2009

INFORMATION MAP (DRIVEWAY EXHIBIT) DATED 03-24-2009

The following reports consisting of 9 pages are the recommendations of Public Works.

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

1.

Details and notes shown on the tentative map are not necessarily approved. Any
details or notes which may be inconsistent with requirements of ordinances, general
conditions of approval, or Department policies must be specifically approved in
other conditions, or ordinance requirements are modified to those shown on the
tentative map upon approval by the Advisory agency.

Easements are tentatively required, subject to review by the Director of
Public Works to determine the final locations and requirements.

Easements shall not be granted or recorded within areas proposed to be granted,
dedicated, or offered for dedication for public streets, highways, access rights,
building restriction rights, or other easements until after the final map is filed with the
Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk’s Office. If easements are granted after the date
of tentative approval, a subordination must be executed by the easement holder
prior to the filing of the final map.

In lieu of establishing the final specific locations of structures on each lot/parcel at
this time, the owner, at the time of issuance of a grading or building permit, agrees
to develop the property in conformance with the County Code and other appropriate
ordinances such as the Building Code, Plumbing Code, Grading Ordinance,
Highway Permit Ordinance, Mechanical Code, Zoning Ordinance, Undergrounding
of Utilities Ordinance, Water Ordinance, Sanitary Sewer and Industrial Waste
Ordinance, Electrical Code, and Fire Code. Improvements and other requirements
may be imposed pursuant to such codes and ordinances.

All easements existing at the time of final map approval must be accounted for on
the approved tentative map. This includes the location, owner, purpose, and
recording reference for all existing easements. If an easement is blanket or
indeterminate in nature, a statement to that effect must be shown on the tentative
map in lieu of its location. If all easements have not been accounted for, submit a
corrected tentative map to the Department of Regional Planning for approval.

Adjust, relocate, and/or eliminate lot lines, lots, streets, easements, grading,
geotechnical protective devices, and/or physical improvements to comply with
ordinances, policies, and standards in effect at the date the County determined the
application to be complete all to the satisfaction of Public Works.



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 2/2
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION — SUBDIVISION

PARCEL MAP NO. 63010 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED _02-05-2009

10.

11.

INFORMATION MAP (DRIVEWAY EXHIBIT) DATED _03-24-2009

Quitclaim or relocate easements running through proposed structures.

A final parcel map must be processed through the Director of Public Works prior to
being filed with the Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk’s Office.

Prior to submitting the parcel map to the Director of Public Works for examination
pursuant to Section 66450 of the Government Code, obtain clearances from all
affected Departments and Divisions, including a clearance from the Subdivision
Mapping Section of the Land Development Division of Public Works for the following
mapping items; mathematical accuracy; survey analysis; and correctness of
certificates, signatures, etc.

If signatures of record title interests appear on the final map, a preliminary
guarantee is needed. A final guarantee will be required. If said signatures do not
appear on the final map, a title report/guarantee is needed showing all fee owners
and interest holders and this account must remain open until the final parcel map is
filed with the Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk’s Office.

Within 30 days of the approval date of this land use entitlement or at the time of first
plan check submittal, the applicant shall deposit the sum of $2,000 (Minor Land
Divisions) or $5,000 (Major Land Divisions) with Public Works to defray the cost of
verifying conditions of approval for the purpose of issuing final map clearances.

- This deposit will cover the actual cost of reviewing conditions of approval for

Conditional Use Permits, Tentative Tract and Parcel Maps, Vesting Tentative Tract
and Parcel Maps, Oak Tree Permits, Specific Plans, General Plan Amendments,
Zone Changes, CEQA Mitigation Monitoring Programs and Regulatory Permits from
State and Federal Agencies (Fish and Game, USF&W, Army Corps, RWQCB, etc.)
as they relate to the various plan check activities and improvement plan designs. In
addition, this deposit will be used to conduct site field reviews and attend meetings
requested by the applicant and/or his agents for the purpose of resolving technical
issues on condition compliance as they relate to improvement plan design,
engineering studies, highway alignment studies and tract/parcel map boundary, title
and easement issues. When 80% of the deposit is expended, the applicant will be
required to provide additional funds to restore the initial deposit. Remaining
balances in the deposit account will be refunded upon final map recordation.

—+H e

Prepared by Henry Wong Phone (626) 458-4910 Date 04-09-2009

pmE3010L-revd(dwy exh 03-24-08).doc



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331
WWW.LADPW.ORG

PARCEL MAP NO: 63010 TENTATIVE MAP DATED: 2/05/09
— INFORMATION MAP DATED: 3/24/09

DRAINAGE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, PHONE: (626) 458-4921

Prior or concurrent with Improvement Plans Approval:

1. Comply with the requirements of the Drainage Concept/Hydrology Study/SUSMP which was
approved on 7/17/06.

2. Submit a revised Hydrology Study for review and approval to the satisfaction of the Department of
Public Works. '

Name % WK&"L//? @7 Date _04/09/2009 _ Phone (626) 458-4921

LIZBEJH CORDOVA




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/1
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - GRADING
PARCEL MAP NO. 063010 ' TENTATIVE MAP DATED 2-05-2009
INFORMATION ONLY MAP
(DRIVEWAY EXHIBIT DATED 3-24-2009

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works,
in particular, but not limited to the following items:

REQUIREMENTS PRIOR TO GRADING PLAN APPROVAL:

1l Notarized covenants shall be prepared and recorded by the applicant for any offsite
impacts, as determined by Public Works. By acceptance of this condition, the
applicant acknowledges and agrees that this condition does not require the
construction or installation of an off-site improvement, and that the offsite covenants
referenced above do not constitute an offsite easement, license, title or interest in
favor of the County. Therefore, the applicant acknowledges and agrees that the
provisions of Government Code Section 66462.5 do not apply to this condition and
that the County shall have no duty or obligation to acquire by negotiation or by
eminent domain any land or any interest in any land in connection with this
condition.

2. Submit the following agency approvals (As applicable):
a. The latest drainage concept/hydrology/Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP)/Low Impact Development (LID) plan by the Storm
Drain and Hydrology Section of Land Development Division.

b. The grading plan by the Geotechnical & Materials Engineering Division
(GMED).

C. Driveway details at the approach shall conform with Road Unit requirements,

REQUIREMENTS PRIOR TO FINAL MAP RECORDATION:

3. Submit a grading plan for approval. The grading plans must show and call out the
following items, including but not limited to: construction of all drainage devices and
details, paved driveways, elevation and drainage of all pads, SUSMP and LID
devices (if applicable), and any landscaping and irrigation not within a common area
or maintenance easement. Acknowledgement and/or approval from all easement
holders may be required. _

4. A maintenance agreement or CC&Rs may be required for privately maintained

drainage devices, slopes, and other facilities.

b K
m I\@me David Esfandi Date 4/09/09 Phone (626) 458-4921

C:\Documents and Settings\MEsfandi\My Documents\063010 rev5.doc




Sheet 1 of 1 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works DISTRIBUTION

GEOTECHNICAL AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING DIVISION _1 Geologist
GEOLOGIC REVIEW SHEET 1 Soils Engineer
900 So. Fremont Ave., Alhambra, CA 81803 "1 GMED File
TEL. (626) 4584925 "1 Subdivision
TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP 83010 TENTATIVE MAP DATED 2/5/08 (revised), 3/24/09 (info map)
SUBDIVIDER Rogic LOCATION La Crescenta
ENGINEER Peckovich GRADING BY SUBDIVIDER [Y] (YorN)
GEOLOGIST John D. Merrill (of record) REPORT DATE 10/10/06, 6/19/06
SOILS ENGINEER Jack W. Rolston (of record) REPORT DATE 9/23/06, 4/4/05

TENTATIVE MAP FEASIBILITY IS RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL FROM A GEOLOGIC STANDPOINT

THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION IS APPLICABLE TO THIS DIVISION OF LAND:

. The Final Map does not need {o be reyiewed by GMED.

. The subdivider is advised that approval of this division of land is contingent upon the installation and use of a sewer system.
® Geology and/or soils engineering reports may be required prior to approval of building or grading plans.

2 The Soils Engineering review dated __4/1/09 is attached.

t

Reviewed by CM Date 4/1/08

Geir Mathisen

Please complete a Customer Service Survey at http://dow.lacounty.gov/go/gmedsurvey
P:\gmepub\Geoclogy_Review\Geir\Review Sheets\District 5.00 (San Gabriel Valley)\Tracts\s3010, PM APP.doc




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
GEOTECHNICAL AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING DIVISION

SOILS ENGINEERING REVIEW SHEET

Address: 900 S. Fremont Ave., Alhambra, CA 91803 District Office 5.0
Telephone: (626) 458-4825 Job Number LX001129
Fax: (628) 458-4913 Sheet 1 of 1
DISTRIBUTION:
____Drainage
Tentative Parcel Map 63010 ___ Grading
Location La Crescenta ____Geo/Soils Central File
Developer/Owner Rogic ____ District Engineer-
Engineer/Architect Peckovich ____ Geologist
Soils Engineer Jack W. Rolston (of record) ___ Soils Engineer
Geologist John D. Merrill (of record) _____Engineer/Architect
Review of:

Info. Map / Revised Tentative Map Dated Processing Center 3/24/08

Soils Engineering Report Dated 8/23/06, 4/4/05

Soils Engineering Report by Foundation Engineering Co., Inc. Dated 1/31/86
Geologic Report and Addendum Dated 10/10/08, 6/16/06

Previous Review Sheet Dated 1/3/08

ACTION:
Tentative Map feasibility is recommended for approval.
REMARKS:

1. At the grading plan stage, submit two sets of grading plans to the Soils Section for verification of compliance with County codes

and policies.

2. At the grading or building plan stage, a Soils Engineering and Geologic report may be required.

Date

Reviewed by

" " . ()
NOTICE: Public safety, relative to geotechnical subsurface explorath - -- ded in accordance with current codes for excavations,

inclusive of the Los Angeles County Code, Chapter 11.48, and the Stat? HfoThia, Title 8, Construction Safety Orders.
P:\Yoshi63010, TentPMb

4/7/08



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/1
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - ROAD

PARCEL MAP NO 63010 PARCEL MAP DATED 02-05-09

INFO MAP (DRIVEWAY EXHIBIT) DATED_03-24-09

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

i

6.

Permission is granted to maintain fhe exiting 46 feet of right of way on Willowhaven
Drive and 44 feet of right of way on Rockpine Lane to due to title limitations.

Repair any displaced, broken, or damaged curb, gutter, sidewalk, driveway apron
along the property frontage on Willowhaven Drive and Rockpine Lane to the
satisfaction of Public Works.

Construct driveway approach and drainage devices along the property frontage on
Rockpine Lane to the satisfaction of Public Works. Adjust wall heights/location at
driveway approach as may be deemed necessary by Public Works.

Dedicate right of way for the landing and sidewalk transition for the proposed
driveway approach on Rockpine Lane to the satisfaction of Public Works.

Prior to final map approval, enter into an agreement with the County franchised
cable TV operator (if an area is served) to permit the installation of cable in a
common utility trench to the satisfaction of Public Works; or provide documentation
that steps to provide cable TV to the proposed subdivision have been initiated to the
satisfaction of Public Works.

A deposit is required to review documents and plans for final map clearance.

/ Name Joseph Nguyen Phone (626) 458-4921 Date 04-08-2009
pm63010r-rev4_1.doc




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/1
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - SEWER .

PARCEL MAP NO. 63010 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED 02-05-2009

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

D Submit a statement from Crescenta Valley Water District indicating that financial
arrangements have been made, and that the sewer system will be operated by
Crescenta Valley Water District.

e
Prepared by Allen Ma Phone (626) 458-4921 Date_03-02-2009

pmE&3010-rev4.doc




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES : Page 1/1
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - WATER

PARCEL MAP NO. 63010 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED 02-05-2009

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

1. A water system maintained by the water purveyor, with appurtenant facilities to
serve all parcels in the land division, must be provided. The system shall include
fire hydrants of the type and location (both on-site and off-site) as determined by the
Fire Depariment. The water mains shall be sized to accommodate the total
domestic and fire flows.

2 There shall be filed with Public Works a statement from the water purveyor
indicating that the water system will be operated by the purveyor, and that under
normal conditions, the system will meet the requirements for the land division, and
that water service will be provided to each parcel.

-H(A.) :
Prepared by Massoud Esfahani Phone (626) 458-4921 Date 02-24-2009

pmB3010w-revd.doc




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
P P - \joa/ e
FIRE DEPARTMENT

5823 Rickenbacker Road
Commerce, California 90040

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBDIVISION - UNINCORPORATED

Subdivision: _P.M. 63010 Map Date _March 24, 2009 - INFO ONLY

CILE, T2005-00151 Map Grid 3855C

[

X O X X

X

X

FIRE DEPARTMENT HOLD on the tentative map shall remain until verification from the Los Angeles County Fire Dept.
Planning Section is received, stating adequacy of service. Contact (323) 881-2404.

Access shall comply with Title 21 (County of Los Angeles Subdivision Code) and Section 902 of the Fire Code, which requires all
weather access. All weather access may require paving.

Fire Department access shall be extended to within 150 feet distance of any exterior portion of all structures.

Where driveways extend further than 150 feet and are of single access design, turnarounds suitable for fire protection equipment use
shall be provided and shown on the final map. Turnarounds shall be designed, constructed and maintained to insure their integrity
for Fire Department use. Where topography dictates, turnarounds shall be provided for driveways that extend over 150 feet in
length.

The private driveways shall be indicated on the final map as “Private Driveway and Firelane” with the widths clearly depicted.
Driveways shall be maintained in accordance with the Fire Code.

Vehicular access must be provided and maintained serviceable throughout construction to all required fire hydrants. All required
fire hydrants shall be installed, tested and accepted prior to construction.

This property is located within the area described by the Fire Department as “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone” (formerly
Fire Zone 4). A “Fuel Modification Plan” shall be submitted and approved prior to final map clearance. (Contact: Fuel
Modification Unit, Fire Station #32, 605 North Angeleno Avenue, Azusa, CA 91702-2904, Phone (626) 969-5205 for details).
Provide Fire Departlﬁent or City approved street signs and building access numbers prior to occupancy.

Additional fire protection systems shall be installed in lieu of suitable access and/or fire protection water.

The final concept map, which has been submitted to this department for review, has fulfilled the conditions of approval
recommended by this department for access only.

These conditions must be secured by a C.U.P. and/or Covenant and Agreement approved by the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department prior to final map clearance.

The Fire Department has no additional requirements for this division of land.

Comments:  In lieu of the required 20' wide private driveway to Parcel 2. residential fire sprinklers are required in the

existing house as indicated on the Tentative Map. Submit a Covenant and Agreement to our office prior to Final

Map clearance.
Fire Department recommends approval of the Tentative Map.

By Inspector: _ Juan C Pedill Iy Date March 26, 2009
vy

Land Development Unit — Fire Prevention Division — (323) 890-4243, Fax (323) 890-9783



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT

5823 Rickenbacker Road
Commerce, California 90040

WATER SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS - UNINCORPORATED

Subdivision No. P.M. 63010 Tentative Map Date ~ March 24, 2009 - INFO ONLY

Revised Rcfaort Yes

] The County Forester and Fire Warden is prohibited from setting requirements for water mains, fire hydrants and fire flows as a
condition of approval for this division of land as presently zoned and/or submitted. However, water requirements may be necessary
at the time of building permit issuance.

O The required fire flow for public fire hydrants at this location is gallons per minute at 20 psi for a duration of __ hours, over
and above maximum daily domestic demand. __ Hydrant(s) flowing simultaneously may be used to achieve the required fire flow.

] The required fire flow for private on-site hydrants is gallons per minute at 20 psi. Each private on-site hydrant must be
capable of flowing gallons per minute at 20 psi with two hydrants flowing simultaneously, one of which must be the
furthest from the public water source.

] Fire hydrant requirements are as follows:
Install public fire hydrant(s). Verify / Upgrade existing public fire hydrant(s).
Install private on-site fire hydrant(s).
O All hydrants shall measure 6”x 4"x 2-1/2" brass or bronze, conforming to current AWWA standard C503 or approved equal. All
on-site hydrants shall be installed a minimum of 25' feet from a structure or protected by a two (2) hour rated firewall.
[ ] Location: As per map on file with the office.
[] Other location:

All required fire hydrants shall be installed, tested and accepted or bonded for prior to Final Map approval. Vehicular access shall
be provided and maintained serviceable throughout construction.

The County of Los Angeles Fire Department is not setting requirements for water mains, fire hydrants and fire flows as a
condition of approval for this division of land as presently zoned and/or submitted.

Additional water system requirements will be required when this land is further subdivided and/or during the building permit
process. .

Hydrants and fire flows are adequate to meet current Fire Department requirements.

OXxX X 0O 0O

Upgrade not necessary, if existing hydrant(s) meet(s) fire flow requirements. Submit original water availability form to our office.

Comments:  All existing fire hydrants are adequate per fire flow test conducted by Crescenta Valley Water District. Submit fire
sprinkler plans for review and approval to our Fire Prevention Engineering Section Sprinkler Plan Unit prior to
building permit issuance.

All hydrants shall be installed in conformance with Title 20, County of Los Angeles Government Code and County of Los Angeles Fire Code, or appropriate city regulations.
This shall include minimum six-inch diameter mains. Arrangements to meet these requirements must be made with the water purveyor serving the area,

By Inspector  Juan C Paditlh— ., Date March 26, 2009
=7V

Land Development Unit — Fire Prevention Division — (323) 890-4243, Fax (323) 890-9783



LOS ANGELES COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

PARK OBLIGATION REPORT
Tentative Map # 63010 DRP Map Date: 03/24/2009 SCM Date: [ | Report Date: 04/07/2009
Park Planning Area # 38 LA CRESCENTE / MONTROSE / UNIVERSAL CITY Map Type:INFO ONLY

Total Units E = Proposed Units |:j + Exempt Units :}

Sections 21.24.340, 21.24.350, 21.28.120, 21.28.130, and 21.28.140, the County of Los Angeles Code, Title 21, Subdivision
Ordinance provide that the County will determine whether the development's park obligation is to be met by:

1) the dedication of land for public or private park purpose or,
2) the payment of in-lieu fees or,
3) the provision of amenities or any combination of the above.

The specific determination of how the park obligation will be satisfied will be based on the conditions of approval by the advisory
agency as recommended by the Department of Parks and Recreation.

ACRES: 0.01

The park obligatiun for this dew};lopment will be met by:
The payment of $3,856 in-lieu fees.

) Propoéed 2 single-family lots with credit for 1 existing house to remain; net density increase of 1 unit.

Advisory:

The Representative Land Values (RLVs) in Los Angeles County Code (LACC) Section 21.28.140 are used to calculate park
fees and are adjusted annually, based on changes in the Consumer Price Index. The new RLVs become effective July 15t of
each-year and may apply to this subdivision map if first advertised for hearing before either a hearing officer or the . -
Regional Planning Commission on or after July 1t pursuant to LACC Section 21.28.140, ‘subsection 3. Accordingly, the
park fee in this report is subject to change depending upon when the subdivision is first advertised for public hearing.

. Please contact Clement Lau at (213) 351-5120 or Sheela Mathai at (213) 351-5121, Department of Parks -and Recreation, 510 South
Vermont Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90020 for further information or to schedule an appointment to make an in-lieu fee payment.

For information on Hiking and-Equestrian Trail requirements, please contact the Trails Coordinator at (21 3) 351-5135.

By: dﬁ"*‘? g% | ' 5 Supy D B

Jam% Barber, Developer Oblightions/Land Acquisitions 3 April 07,2009 09:28:36
QMBO2F.FRX




LOS ANGELES COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

PARK OBLIGATION WORKSHEET

Tentative Map # 63010 DRP Map Date: 03/24/2009 SMC Date: 11/ Report Date: 04/07/2009
Park Planning Area # 38 LA CRESCENTE / MONTROSE / UNIVERSAL CITY Map Type:INFO ONLY

The formula for calculating the acreage obligation and or In-lieu fee is as follows:
(P)eople x (0.003) Goal x (U)nits = (X) acres obligation
(X) acres obligation x RLV/Acre = In-Lieu Base Fee

Where: P = Estimate of number of People per dwelling unit according to the type of dwelling unit as
determined by the 2000 U.S. Census*. Assume * people for detached single-family residences;
Assume * people for attached single-family (townhouse) residences, two-family residences, and
apartment houses containing fewer than five dwelling units; Assume * people for apartment houses
containing five or more dwelling units; Assume * people for mobile homes.

Goal = The subdivision ordinance allows for the goal of 3.0 acres of park land for each 1,000 peopie
generated by the development. This goal is calculated as "0.0030" in the formula.

us= Total approved number of Dwelling Units.

X = Local park space obligation expressed in terms of acres.

RLV/Acre = Representative Land Value per Acre by Park Planning Area.

Total Units I:I' = Proposed Units :'+ Exempt Units EI

People* |30 Aare?»?‘la {||00 People] Number of Units Acre Obligation
Detached S.F. Units 2.85 0.0030 1 0.01
M.F. <5 Units 2.38 0.0030 0 0.00
M.F. >= 5 Units 2.19 0.0030 0 : 0.00
Mobile Units 2.40 0.0030 0 0.00
Exempt Units _ 1
Total Acre Obligation = 0.01

Park Planning Area = 38 LA CRESCENTE / MONTROSE / UNIVERSAL CITY 2

Goal Acre Obligation RLV / Acre In-Lieu Base Fee
@(0.0030) 0.01 $385,621 $3,856
Lot# Provided Space Provided Acres | Credit (%) Acre Credit Land
None )
Total Provided Acre Credit: 0.00
Acre Obligation | Public Land Crdt. | Priv. Land Crdt. | Net Obligation RLV/ Acre In-Lieu Fee Due
0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 $385,621 $3,856

Supv D 5th
April 07, 2009 09:29:02
QMBO1F.FRX



COUNTY OF LOoS ANGELES

Public Health

JONATHAN E. FIELDING, M.D., M.P.H.
Director and Health Officer

JONATHAN E. FREEDMAN
Chief Deputy Director

ANGELO J. BELLOMO, REHS

Director of Environmental Health
ALFONSO MEDINA, REHS

Director of Environmental Protection Bureau
5050 Commerce Drive

Baldwin Park, California 91706

TEL (626) 430-5280 « FAX (526) 960-2740

www.publichealth.lacounty.gov

April 12, 2009

Parcel Map No. 063010

Vicinity: La Crescenta

Parcel Map Date: March 24, 2009 (Info Only)

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Gloria Molina

First District

Mark Ridley-Thomas
Second District

Zev Yaroslavsky

Third District

Don Knabe

Fourth District

Michael D. Antonovich
Fifth District

‘RFS No. 09-0008329

The County Los Angeles Department of Public Health has no objection to this subdivision and
Tentative Parcel Map 063010 is cleared for public hearing. The following conditions still apply and

are 1n force:

i iF Potable water will be supplied by the Crescenta Valley Water District, a public water system.

2. Sewage disposal will be provided through the public sewer and wastewater treatment facilities of

the Crescenta Valley Water District as proposed.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at (626) 430-5262.

Y3 I U S T

Ken Habaradas, REHS

Bureau of Environmental Protection



STAFF USE ONLY
PROJECT NUMBER: PM063010

CASES: RENVT200500151
RCUPT200500151
RZCT200500013

**** INITIAL STUDY ****

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING

GENERAL INFORMATION

LA, Map Date: February 8, 2006 Staff Member: Rick Kuo

Thomas Guide: 504-G3 USGS Quad: Pasadena

Location: 2716 Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta, CA

Description of Project: The proposed project is an application for a Tentative Parcel Map to subdivide the

subject parcel for three single-family lots to build two single-family residences. Existing structures on project

site include a single-family residence, a swimming pool, and a wood deck. The wood deck is proposed to be

removed._Site access will be taken from Rockpine Lane and Willowhaven Drive, The applicant is requestine a

Zone Change from R-1-10000 to R-1-7500-DP and a Conditional Use Permit for development within a

Hillside Management area and within the proposed Development Program zone. The project requires 2.114

c.v. of cut and 156 c.y. of fill. Forty truck trips with_a capacity of 50 c.y. each will haul the excess 1,958 ¢.y.

of cut 1o the Scholl Canyon Landfill (per 2/8/06 Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010).

Gross Area: 30.800 s

Environmental Setting: The project site is located in the unincorporated Los Angeles County community of

La Crescenta-Montrose. and is bordered by Willowhaven Drive to the north and Rockpine Lane to the south.

Land uses within 500 feet consist of single-family residences. The project site contains non-native veoetation

and steep slopes to the south.

Zoning: R-1-10000 (Single Family Residence)

General Plan: Category I - Low Density Residential

Community/Area Wide Plan: N/4

1 ; 7/99



Major projects in area:

Project Number

PM26538/VARQ2-211

CP02-308

OTP03-173

CUP/VAR04-037

Description & Status

2 sf lots with variance (Approved 9/29/04).

Addition of child care center 1o existing church (Approved 7/24/03).

Removal of 3 oak trees (Approved 1/21/04).

2-story commercial/office center (Approved 8/31/05).

NOTE: For EIRs, above projects are not sufficient for cumulative analysis.

Responsible Agencies

X None

[] Regional Water Quality

Control Board
[] Los Angeles Region
[ ] Lahontan Region
[] Coastal Commission

[J Army Corps of Engineers

[]

Trustee Agencies

None
[] State Fish and Game

[[] state Parks
[]
L]

REVIEWING AGENCIES

Special Reviewing Agencies

None

Santa Monica Mountains
Conservancy

National Parks
National Forest
Edwards Air Force Base

Resource Conservation
District of the Santa Monica
Mtns.

O000 OK

U000 ogog

Regional Significance

Xl None

[] SCAG Criteria
[] Air Quality

[] Water Resources

[[] Santa Monica Mtns Area

[

County Reviewing Agencies

Subdivision Committee
[] DPW:
[] Health Services:

[]

7/99



ANALYSIS SUMMARY (See individual pages for details)
IMPACT ANALYSIS MATRIX Less than Significant Impact/No Impact
Le pact with Project Mitigation

CATEGORY  FACTOR _ Pg L Potential Concern
4AZARDS 1. Geotechnical 5 [X ] [Esierra Madre Fault Zone

2. Flood 6 (X (] {E

3. Fire : 7 RIOE

4. Noise 8 X0 IE
RESOURCES 1. Water Quality 9 XTI

2_Air Quality 10| ;

3. Biota 11 |X “:i [E1 | Potential bird nesting habitat

4. Cultural Resources 12 X |7 jE

5. Mineral Resources 13 X [[]

6. Agriculture Resources 14 X ‘D

7. Visual Qualities 15 X0
SERVICES 1. Traffic/Access 16 [X |0 B

2. Sewage Disposal 17 IX L] |

3. Education 18 X1 (]

4. Fire/Sheriff 19 OIE

5. Utilities 20 (X |1 =1
JTHER 1. General 21 X (] IE)

2. Environmental Safety 22 X (] jE

3. Land Use 23 X | |E)

4. Pop./Hous./Emp./Rec. 24 g

Mandatory Findings 25 X ] ]

*

DEVELOPMENT MONITORING SYSTEM (DMS)
As required by the Los Angeles County General Plan, DMS shall be employed in the Initial Study phase of

the environmental review procedure as prescribed by state law.

1. Development Policy Map Designation: Conservation/maintenance

2. [] Yes[X] No Is the project located in the Antelope Valley, East San Gabriel Valley, Malibu/Santa
Monica Mountains or Santa Clarita Valley planning area?

3. [Yes [X] No Is the project at urban density and located within, or proposes a plan amendment to,
an urban expansion designation?

If both of the above questions are answered "yes”, the projectis subject to a County DMS analysis.

[] Check if DMS printout generated (attached)

Date of printout;

[[] Check if DMS overview worksheet completed (attached)

*EIRs and/or staff reports shall utilize the most current DMS information available.

7/99



Environmental Finding:

FINAL DETERMINATION: On the basis of this Initial Study, the Department of Regional Planning
finds that this project qualifies for the following environmental document:

[X] NEGATIVE DECLARATION, inasmuch as the proposed project will not have a significant
effect on the environment. ' '

An Initial Study was prepared on this project in compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines and the
environmental reporting procedures of the County of Los Angeles. It was determined that this project
will not exceed the established threshold criteria for any environmental/service factor and, as a result,
will not have a significant effect on the physical environment.

[ MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, inasmuch as the changes required for the project
will reduce impacts to insignificant levels (see attached discussion and/or conditions).

An Initial Study was prepared on this project in compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines and the
environmental reporting procedures of the County of Los Angeles. It was originally determined that the
proposed project may exceed established threshold criteria. The applicant has agreed to modification
of the project so that it can now be determined that the project will not have a significant effect on the
physical environment. The modification to mitigate this impact(s) is identified on the Project
Changes/Conditions Form included as part of this Initial Study.

[ ] ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT®, inasmuch as there is substantial evidence that the
project may have a significant impact due to factors listed above as "significant.”

’:’ At least one factor has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
legal standards, and has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis as described on the attached sheets (see attached Form DRP/IA 101). The
EIR is required to analyze only the factors not previously addressed.

Reviewed by: Rick Kuo E E %km 3 Date: 7 M@;M ?/9‘06
[
Approved by: Daryl Koutnik W_W Date: 7 AU Bu<T 290&

X This proposed project is exengpt frorgu Fish and Game CEQA filling fees. There is no
substantial evidence that the proposed project will have potential for an adverse effect on
wildlife or the habitat upon which the wildlife depends. (Fish & Game Code 753.5).

[] Determination appealed--see attached sheet.

*NOTE: Findings for Environmental Impact Reports will be prepared as a separate document following the public
hearing on the project.

4 7/99



® &
HAZARDS - 1. Geotechnical

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No M%be _
a. X 0O Is the project site located in an active or potentially active fault zone, Seismic Hazards Zone,

or Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone? :
Project is located on the Sierra Madre Fault (LA County Safety Element - Fault Rupture Hazards and

Seismicity Map).

b. [ X [0 Isthe project site located in an area containing a major Iandé!ide(s)?
(State of CA Seismic Hazard Zones Map - Pasadena Ouad).

c. 0 K O Isthe project site located in an area having high slope instability?

d. I:l ] [ Is the project site subject to high subsidence, high groundwater level, liquefaction, or

hydrocompaction?
(State of CA Seismic Hazard Zones Map - Pasadena Quad).

e. D X] [ Isthe proposed project considered a sensitive use (school, hospital, public assembly site)
¢ located in close proximity to a significant geotechnical hazard? :

. 0 O X Wwilthe project entail substantial grading and/or alteration of topography including slopes of

more than 25%7?
2,114 c.y. of cut and 156 c.y. of fill proposed in Hillside Management Area. Excess 1,958 c.v. of cut

will be hauled to Scholl Canyon Landfill.

g. [0 X [0 Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
' Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

h. [J [0 [J Otherfactors?
STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
[] Building Ordinance No. 2225 C Sections 308B, 309, 310 and 311 and Chapters 29 and 70.

] MITIGATION MEASURES / [X] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[] Lot Size [] Project Design (X Approval of Geotechnical Report by DPW

Applicant shall comply with all Subdivision Committee's recommendations from DPW including the review and approval of a
- Geotechnical Report.

" CONGLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on, or
be impacted by, geotechnical factors?

[] Potentially significant  [_] Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No impact



HAZARDS - 2. Flood

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe
i [] Isamajordrainage course, as identified on USGS quad sheets bya dashed line, located

a.
on the project site?

(USGS Pasadena Quad Sheet).

b. [] [] [ X Isthe projectsite located within or does it contain a floodway, floodplain, or designated

flood hazard zone?
750 feet from Shields Canyon Debris Basin (Radius Map and L4 County Safety Element - Flood

Tnundation Hazards Map).

1K~ 1s the project site located in or subject to high mudfiow conditions?

d. {1 X [O Couldthe projectcontribute or be subject to high erosion and debris deposition from run
off?

e. [J X [0 Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattem of the site or area?

f. [ [0 [0 Otherfactors (e.g., dam failure)?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[] Building Ordinance No. 2225 C Section 308A [] Ordinance No. 12,114 (Floodways)
Approval of Drainage Concept by DPW

] MITIGATION MEASURES / [X] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

(] Lot Size [] Project Design

Applicant shall comply with all Subdivision Committee's recommendations from DPW including the review and approval

of a drainage concept.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significantimpact (individually or cumulatively) on,
or be impacted by flood (hydrological) factors?

[ Potentially significant  [] Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact

6 7/99



HAZARDS - 3. Fire
SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe _
Is the project site located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (Fire Zone 4)?

o0 K O

1/2 mile from natural gas distribution lines (LA County Safety Element - Wildland and Urban
Fire Hazards Map).

b. 1 X [0 Isthe projectsite in a high fire hazard area and served by inadequate access due to
; lengths, widths, surface matenals, tumarounds or grade?

Site access taken ﬁrorﬁ Willowhaven Drive and Rockpine Lane.

o ':' X [ Does the project site have more than 75 dwelling units on a single access in a high

fire hazard area?

d. E} Xl [ Isthe project site located in an area having inadequate water and pressure to meet
5 fire flow standards? Public water available through the Crescenta Valley Water District.

e. D X] [J Is the project site located in close proximity to potential dangerous fire hazard
2 conditions/uses (such as refineries, flammables, explosives manufacturing)?
(LA County Safety Element - Wildland and Urban Fire Hazards Map).

) 4 X [ Does the proposed use constitute a potentially dangerous fire hazard?

g [0 [0 [ Otherfactors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
[[] Water Ordinance No. 7834 [] Fire Ordinance No. 2947 [ ] Fire Regulation No. 8

[] Fuel Modification/Landscape Plan
[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES / [X] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[J Project Design [] Compatible Use

Applicant shall comply with all Subdivision Committee’s recommendations {rom the Fire Department.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on, or be impacted by fire hazard factors?

jEnih s than significant/No impact

Potentiaily significant [_] Less than significant with project mitigation [X Les
y g P g
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HAZARDS - 4. Noise

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe
& [J Is the project site located near a high noise source (airports, railroads, freeways,

industry)?

b. [ [XI [ Isthe proposed use considered sensitive (school, hospital, senior citizen facility) or - -
are there other sensitive uses in close proximity? '

[0 X [0 Could the project substantially increase ambient noise levels including_those

associated with special equipment {(such as amplified sound systems) or parking
areas associated with the project?

d O X [O Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels without the project?

e. [ [ [ Otherfactors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
[] Noise Ordinance No. 11,778 [[] Building Ordinance No. 2225—Chapter 35

[] MITIGATION MEASURES / [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[J Lot Size [] Project Design [[] Compatible Use

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on, or be adversely impacted by noise?

~ [J Potentially significant ~ [] Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact

8 7/99



RESOURCES - 1. Water Quality

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

a B KX [¥| Is the project site located in an area having known water quality problems and
e proposing the use of individual water wells?

Public water is available through the Crescenta Valley Water Disf?ict.

X1 [0 Wil the proposed project require the use of a private sewage disposal system?

Public sewage system is available through the LA County Sanitation Districts.

; [0 [ fthe answer is yes, is the project site located in an area having known septic tank
W limitations due to high groundwater or other geotechnical limitations oris the project
proposing on-site systems located in close proximity to a drainage course?

N/A

c. E] XJ [ Could the project’s associated construction activities significantlyimpact the quality of
i groundwater and/or storm water runoff to the storm water conveyance system and/or
receiving water bodies?

d. X [ Could the project's post-development activities potentially degrade the quality of
A storm water runoff and/or could post-development non-storm water discharges
contribute potential pollutants to the storm water conveyance system and/or receiving

bodies?

e. -' [ [0 Otherfactors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
[J Industrial Waste Permit [[] Health Code Ordinance No. 7583, Chapter 5

] Plumbing Code Ordinance No. 2269 [J NPDES Permit Compliance (DPW)
['] MITIGATION MEASURES / [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[] Lot Size [] Project Design

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on, or be impacted by, water quality problems?

[J Potentially significant  [[] Less than significant with project mitigation  [X] Less than significant/No impact

g 7/99



SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe
a. O X O

b. O X O

P s N e B

d O X O
e O X O
. O X 0O
g OO 0O O

RESOURCES - 2. Air Quality

Will the project increase local emissions to a significant extent due to increased traffic .
congestion or use of a parking structure, or exceed AQMD thresholds of potential

significance?

Is the proposal considered a sensitive use (schools, hospitals, parks) and located near a
freeway or heavy industrial use?

Will-the-project-generate-or-is-the-site-in—close-proximity-to—sources-which-—create———
obnoxious odors, dust, and/or hazardous emissions?

Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan?

Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing
or projected air quality violation?

Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed

quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Other factors:

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[] Health and Safety

Code Section 40506

[] MITIGATION MEASURES / [_] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[] Project Design

(] Air Quality Report

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on,
or be impacted by, air quality?

[] Potentially significant [ Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact
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RESOURGES - 3. Biota

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe
a. [0 X [ Isthe projectsite located within a Significant Ecological Area (SEA), SEA Buffer, or

coastal Sensitive Environmental Resource (ESHA, etc.), or is the site relatively
undisturbed and natural?

b. X1 [ Willgrading, fire clearance, or flood related improvements remove substantial natural
e habitat areas?

2,114 c.y. of cut and 156 cubic yards of imported fill proposed.

c. X [ Is a major drainage course, as identified on USGS quad sheets by a blue, dashed
line, located on the project site?

(USGS Pasadena Quad Sheet).

d. G [J [XI Does the project site contain a major riparian or other sensitive habitat (e.g., coastal
sage scrub, oak woodland, sycamore riparian woodland, wetland, etc.)?

Potential bird nesting habitat.

e. [:l XX [ Does the project site contain oak or other unique native trees (specify kinds of trees)?

f. [ [ [ Is the project site habitat for any known sensitive species (federal or state listed
' endangered, etc.)?

g. [:] [J [ Otherfactors (e.g., wildlife corridor, adjacent open space linkage)?

[] MITIGATION MEASURES /[X] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[J Lot Size [] Project Design [] Oak Tree Permit [] ERB/SEATAC Review

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on biotic resources?

[] Potentially significant  [] Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No impact

11 7/99



RESOURCES - 4. Archaeological / Historical / Paleontological

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe )
a. [ [J Is the project site in or near an area containing known archaeological resources or

containing features (drainage course, spring, knoll, rock outcroppings, or oak trees)
which indicate potential archaeological sensitivity?

b. [1 X [J Does the project site contain rock formations indicating potential paleontological
" resources?

c. 1 X [0 Does the project site contain known historic structures or sites?

d. D X [ Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical or archaeological resource as defined in 15064.5?

e. [1 X [O Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic feature?

f. [ [0 [ Otherfactors?

[J MITIGATION MEASURES / [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[] Lot Size [] Project Design [] Phase | Archaeology Report

CONCLUSION

'Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on archaeological, historical, or paleontological resources?

[] Potentially significant  [_] Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact

12 7/99



RESOURCES - 5. Mineral Resources

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe
a. 0 X [0 Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that

would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

b. [1 X [0 Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral-
- resource discovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?

c. 11 [O [O Otherfactors?

(] MITIGATION MEASURES / [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ Lot Size ] Project Design

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on mineral resources? -

(] Potentially significant  [_] Less than significant with project mitigation [<] Less than significant/No impact

3 7/99



RESOURCES - 6. Agriculture Resources

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe-
a. 1 [] Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of

Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to

non-agricultural use?

(Los Angeles County Important Farmland 2002 Map).

b. [ X [ Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

c. [ X [0 Would the projectinvoive other changes in the existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural

use?

d. [ [O [ Otherfactors?

[] MITIGATION MEASURES / [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[J Lot Size [] Project Design

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on agriculture resources?

[] Potentially significant [ ] Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact

7799



RESOURCES - 7. Visual Qualities

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe
a. fj X [ Is the project site substantially visible from or will it obstruct views along a scenic

highway (as shown on the Scenic Highway Element), or is it located within a scenic
corridor or will it otherwise impact the viewshed? - - -

b. XJ [ Isthe project substantially visible from or will it obstruct views froma regional riding or
: hiking trail? ,

(Los Angeles County Trail System Map).

c. D X [ Is the project site located in an undeveloped or undisturbed area, which contains
unique aesthetic features?

d. D X1 [ Is the proposed uée out-of-character in comparison to adjacent uses because of
height, bulk, or other features? ; _

e. [ X [ Isthe project likely to create substantial sun shadow, light or glare problems?

f. O [0 [ Otherfactors (e.g., grading or land form alteration):

[] MITIGATION MEASURES / [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ Lot Size [J Project Design [] Visual Report [L] Compatible Use

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on scenic qualities?

[] Potentially significant [ ] Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No impact

7199



SERVICES - 1. Traffic/Access

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe
a [ X Iﬁ Does the project contain 25 dwelling units, or more and is it located in an area with

known congestion problems (roadway or intersections)?

b. 1 X [ Willthe project resultin any hazardous traffic conditions?

Forty truck trips with a capacity of 50 cubic yards needed to haul excess cut.

c. [ X [J Wil the project result in parking problems with a subsequent impact on traffic
conditions?

d O X [ Wil inadequate access during an emergency (other than fire hazérds) result in
problems for emergency vehicles or residents/employees in the area?

[0 X [ Wil the congestion management program (CMP) Transportation Impact Analysis
thresholds of 50 peak hour vehicles added by project traffic to a CMP highway system
intersection or 150 peak hour trips added by project traffic to a mainline freeway link

be exceeded?

f. [ X [0 Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative tfransportation (e.g., bus tumouts, bicycle racks)?

g [ [ [ Otherfactors?

(] MITIGATION MEASURES / [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[] Project Design  [] Traffic Report [] Consuitation with Traffic & Lighting Division

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on the physical environment due to traffic/access factors?

[] Potentially significant [ ] Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact

16 7/99



SERVICES - 2. Sewage Disposal

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe :
a. [ K [ Ifservedbya community sewage system, could the project create capacity problems

at the treatment plant?

b. [ X [J Couldthe projectcreate capacity problems in the sewer lines serving the project site?

L. Ei [[1 [ Otherfactors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[] Sanitary Sewers and Industrial Waste Ordinance No. 6130

[[] Plumbing Code Ordinance No. 2269

[] MITIGATION MEASURES / [] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on the physical environment due to sewage disposal facilities?

[] Potentially significant ~ [] Less than significant with project mitigation [] Less than significant/No impact

17 7/99



SERVICES - 3. Education

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe
a. XJ [ Could the project create capacity problems at the district level?

b. BXJ [ Could the project create capacity problems at individual schools which will serve the
project site? e

Y
[

-Could-the-project-create-student-transportation-probiems?

o

d [0 X [0 Couldthe project create substantial library impacts due to increased population and
' demand?

e. [[] [ Otherfactors?

[] MITIGATION MEASURES / [X] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[] Site Dedication X] Government Code Section 65995 X Library Facilities Mitigation Fee

Served by the Glendale Unified School District.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
relative to educational facilities/services?

[ Potentially significant ~ [] Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact

18 7/99



SERVICES - 4. Fire/Sheriff Services

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe S
a. [ [J Could the project create staffing or response time problems at the fire station or

sheriff's substation serving the project site?

b. ' X [ Arethere any special fire or law enforcement problems associated with the projector
e the general area?

C. [1] [J Otherfactors?

[J MITIGATION MEASURES / [X OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[] Fire Mitigation Fees

Nearest Sheriff’s station is 2 miles away at 4554 Brices A venue, La Crescenta, CA 91214,

Nearest fire station is 1.6 miles away at 4526 N. Ramsdell Avenue, La Crescenta, CA 91214.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
relative to fire/sheriff services?

[] Potentially significant [ ] Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact

7/99



SERVICES - 5. Utilities/Other Services

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Ma‘f,be ’
a. X Is the project site in an area known to have an inadequate public water supply to meet

domestic needs or to have an inadequate ground water supply and proposes water
wells? '

Public water is available through the Crescenta Valley Water District.

b. ]:i X [ Is the project site in an area known to have an inadequate water supply and/or
" pressure to meet fire fighting needs?

c. L] IXI [J Couldthe project create problems with providing utility services, such as electricity,
gas, or propane?

Utility providers serving project site are SCE, Southern California Gas Company, SBC. and
Charter Cable Company.

d. [ X [0 Arethere any other known service problem areas (e.g., solid waste)?

e. 1 X [0 Wouldthe project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services or
facilities (e.g., fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, roads)?

f. O [O [ Otherfactors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
[[] Plumbing Code Ordinance No. 2269 [J Water Code Ordinance No. 7834

[_] MITIGATION MEASURES / [_] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[] Lot Size [] Project Design

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
relative to utilities/services?

[] Potentially significant ~ [] Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact

20 7/99



SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

a.

X

OTHER FACTORS - 1. General

[J  Will the project result in an inefficient use of energy resources?

Will the project result in a major change in the pattems, scale, or character of the -
general area or community?

Will thapmjecuzesultjn@signiﬂcanueducﬁonin_the.ameunLefagﬁeu#uraHaﬂd?—————

b. D X [0
d O O O

Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[] state Administrative Code, Title 24, Part 5, T-20 (Energy Conservation)

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES / [] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[] Lot size

[] Project Design [] Compatible Use

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

on the physical environment due to any of the above factors?

[_] Potentially significant [ ] Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No impact

2] 7/99



SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

OTHER FACTORS - 2. Environmental Safety

a. [ .Are any hazardous materials used, transporied, produced, handled, or stored on-site?

b. [ [XI [ Areanypressurized tanks to be used or any hazardous wastes stored on-site?

c. T1 XX [0 Areany residential units, schools, or hospitals located within 500 feet and potentially
adversely affected?

d. [ X [ Havetherebeen previous uses that indicate residual soil toxicity of the site or is the site
located within two miles downstream of a known groundwater contamination source
within the same watershed?

d. [ X [ Have there been previous uses which indicate residual soil toxicity of the site?

e. [ X [0 Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment involving
the accidental release of hazardous materials into the environment?

f. [ X [ Wouldthe projectemithazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials, substances,
or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

g O K [] Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would
create a significant hazard to the public or environment?

h. [ X [0 Wouldthe projectresultin a safety hazard for people in a project area located within an
airport land use plan, within two miles of a public or public use airport, or within the vicinity
of a private airstrip?

. [J X [J Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

. O [ [0 Otherfactors?

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES / [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[] Toxic Clean up Plan

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact relative to public safety?

[] Potentially significant ~ [] Less than significant with project mitigation  [X] Less than significant/No impact

7199



OTHER FACTORS - 3. Land L_lse

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe _
a. X] [0 Can the project be found to be inconsistent with the plan designation(s) of the subject

property?

[0 Can the project be found to be inconsistent with the zoning designation of the subject
property? '

Subject property is zoned R-1-10000.

Can the project be found to be inconsistent with the following applicable land use criteria:
Hillside Management Criteria?
SEA Conformance Criteria?

Other?

N OKK
O 00O

Would the project physically divide an established community?

Other factors?

O
O

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES / [X] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Zone Change from R-1-10000 to R-1-7500-DP and Hillside Management and Development Program CUP requested.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on
the physical environment due to land use factors?

[] Potentially significant [ ] Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No impact
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OTHER FACTORS - 4. Population/Housing/Employment/Recreation

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe
a [ X Could the project cumulatively exceed official regional or local population projections?

b. [ X [ Could the project induce substantial direct or indirect growth in an area (e.g., through
projecis in an undeveloped area or extension of major infrastructure)?

c. [1 XX [ Couldthe project displace existing housing, especially affordable housing?-

d. [1 X [ Couldthe projectresultin a substantial job/housing imbalance or substantial increase in
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)?

e. [J] X [ Could the project require new or expanded recreational facilities for future residents?

f. [0 X [ Wouldthe projectdisplace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?

g [ O [ Otherfactors?

[] MITIGATION MEASURES / [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on
the physical environment due to population, housing, employment, or recreational factors?

[] Potentially significant [_] Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Based on this Initial Study, the following findings are made:

Yes No Maybe )
#. I3 [] Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the

environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant
or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or

prehistory?

b. [J [XI [ Does the project have possible environmental effects which are individually limited but
cumulatively considerable? "Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental
effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable

future projects.

c. [1 [J  Willthe environmental effects of the project cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on
the environment? '

[] Potentially significant [ ] Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact

7199






Date Junb 9(9 25037

Ms. Robin A. Guerrero
Deputy Executive Officer
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
Room 383, Kenneth Hahn
Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Ms. Guerrero:

subject: P 3005-0015)(5) ard VAR, Hop- o001 (5)
ﬁfﬁ;%"??%%%ﬁ’ %gs{gm}g :;%ﬁ%% ——
ad mpdifcator pf Mrm{(cﬂléb oA rediu mrg wall
lﬂdd :s}% 26 WiLpwhHAveEN DRIVE

LA CRESCENTA  CA

Lﬂ Q,ﬁ 5,665 N 724 Zoned District

Related zoning matters:

Tract 0 No. PbAH0) D

Change of Zone Case No.

Other

This is a notice of appeal from the decision of the Regional Planning Commission on:
(Check One)

-)( The Denial of this request

The Approval of this request

The following conditions of the approval:

512008 AQZ Section Forms\Appeal Land Use Pemits doc
Effective 03/01/08



Briefly, the reason for this appeal is as follows:

The Regional Planning Commission failed to recognize the pattern of

development in the immediate area and the fact that there are many parcels

surrounding the subject property that are smaller than the proposed new parcels

and erred in concluding that no other subdivisions have occurred in proximity to

the subject property. The Commission also failed to accommodate any

modification to the site layout that might have provided a simple resolution to one

issue of concern expressed at the public hearing.

Enclosed is a check (or money order in the total amount of $ 3 53@-

The amountof $ 507> » JU is estimated to cover the cost of preparlng for the
Board of Super\nsors six (6) copies of the transcript of all pertinent hearings held by the
Regional Planning Commission. The amount of $1,548.00 for applicants or $775.00 for
non-applicants is to cover the Regional Planning Department's processing fee.

(Signed) U - ( Appellant
CREDLYN INEEAM 561 TZ

Print Name
Yo boX 265

Address
ALTADENA A Glo03- p20s
WAL 245 1233

Day Time Telephone Number

S5:\2008 AOZ Section Forms\Appeal Land Use Permits.doc
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Ms. Robin A. Guerrero
Deputy Executive Officer
Los Angeles, County Board of Supervisor
Room 383, Kenneth Hahn
Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Ms. Guerrero:

Subject: Tentative Fraet/Parcel Map No.

Applicant: ALEX o QHD%LL}VH

Date ‘j"Mrw; 94”‘} 9/)03)

Ob5010

Ro&)

Location: A 7/b WI)LLOW H/‘}’VEM DRIVE

LA ClESCENTA, (A

LA CRESPENTA

Related zoning matters:

Zoned District

CUP or VAR No. (UAF 205 - 00}5}'(‘5> A/

VAR 20077~ Dol ~(5 )

Change of Zone Case No.

Other

This is a notice of appeal from the decision of the Regional Planning Commission in the
subject case. Submitted herewith is a check (or money order), in the total amount of
$1,548.00. The fee of $260.00 is to cover the cost of a hearing by the Board of
Supervisors and the fee of $1,288.00 is to cover the Regional Planning Department's

processing fee.
This is to appeal: (Check one)
X~ The Denial of this request

The Approval of this request

The following conditions of the approval:

i ] 3

5:\2008 AQZ Section Forms\Appeal Applicant-Subdivision.doc
Effective 03/01/08



Briefly, the reason for this appeal is as follows:

The Regional Planning Commission failed to recognize the pattern of

development in the immediate area and the fact that there are many parcels

surrounding the subject property that are smaller than the proposed new parcels

and erred in concluding that no other subdivisions have occurred in proximity to

the subject property. The Commission also failed to accommodate any

modification to the site layout that might have provided a simple resolution to one

issue of concern expressed at the public hearing.

Please set this matter for hearing as follows: (Check one)

In accordance with Section 66452.5 of the Government
Code, please set this matter for hearing within 30 days of the
receipt of this appeal.

_Or_

X In accordance with Section 66452.5 of the Government
Code, | hereby request that this matter not be set for hearing
until further notice from me.

(i Q}Wazm d&

(Signed) y \ /Appellant

Ay YN INERAM :6/ P

Print Name
0 box 205
Address

ASTADENA®W CA  4)005-0255
b2 2451232

LU W Eﬁéy‘ﬁ'né-—‘-'Felephone Number

5112008 AOZ Section Forms\Appeal Applicant-Subdivision.doc
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Planning for the Challenges Ahead

CERTIFIED-RECEIPT
REGUESTED

June 19, 2008

Mr. Alex Rogic
2716 Willowhaven Drive
La Crescenta, California 91214

SUBJECT: TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 063010
VARIANCE CASE NO. 2007-00011-(5)
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 2005-00151-(5)
MAP DATE: NOVEMBER 20, 2007

Dear Applicant:

A public hearing on Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010, Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5)
and Conditional Use Permit Case No. 2005-00151-(5) was held the Los Angeles County
Regional Planning Commission (“Commission”) on May 21, 2008 and June 18, 2008.

After considering the evidence presented, the Commission in its action on June 18, 2008,
denied the Tentative Parcel Map along with Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5) and
Conditional Use Permit Case No. 2005-00151-(5), in accordance with the Subdivision Map
Act, and Title 21 (Subdivision Ordinance) and Title 22 (Zoning Ordinance) of the Los
Angeles County Code. A copy of the denial findings is attached.

The decision of the Commission regarding the Tentative Map, Variance and Conditional
Use Permit shall become final and effective on the date of the decision, provided no appeal
of the action taken has been filed with the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
(“Board”) within the following time period:

¢ In accordance with the requirements of the Subdivision Map Act, the Tentative Map
may be appealed within 10 days following the decision of the Commission. The
appeal period ends on June 30, 2008.

¢ In accordance with the requirements of Title 22, the Variance and Conditional Use
Permit may be appealed within 14 days following the receipt of the decision.

The decision of the Commission regarding the Tentative Map, Variance and Conditional
Use Permit may be appealed to the Board. If you wish to appeal the decision of the
Commission to the Board, you must do so in writing and pay the appropriate fee.

320 West Temple Street » Los Angeles, CA 90012 = 213-974-6411 = Fax: 213-626-0434 = TDD: 213-617-2292



TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 063010 Page 2 of 2
VARIANCE CASE NO. 2007-00011-(5) ' -
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 2005-00151-(5)
Denial Letter

The fee for the appeal process is $1,548.00 for the applicant and $775.00 for non-
applicant(s).

To initiate the appeal, submit a check made payable to the Los Angeles County Board of
Supervisors, along with an appeal letter to Ms. Robin A. Guerrero, Deputy Executive
Officer, Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, Room 383, Kenneth Hahn Hall of
Administration, 500 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. Please be
advised that your appeal will be rejected if the check is not submitted with the letter.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Jodie Sackett of the
Land Divisions Section of the Department of Regional Planning at (213) 974-6433 between
the hours of 7:30 a.m. and 6 p.m., Monday through Thursday. Our offices are closed

Fridays.
Sincerely,

DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING
Bruce W. McClendon, FAICP
Director of Planning

o & Baldin
o Gt

Susan Tae, AICP
Supervising Regional Planner
Land Divisions Section

SMT:jds
Attachments: Findings

c: Subdivision Committee
Board of Supervisors, Attn: Paul Novak, AICP, Planning Deputy
Building and Safety
Crescenta Valley Town Council
Carolyn Seitz
Nina Beyt
Jelena Rasovich
Bob Lemke



10.

: COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 063010

The Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission (“Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing in the matter of Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 on May 21,
2008 and June 18, 2008. Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 was heard concurrently with
Conditional Use Permit Case No. 2005-00151 (5) and Variance Case No. 2007-00011-

(5).

Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 is a request to create three single-family parcels
(including one flag lot) on 0.73 gross acres.

Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5) is a related request to allow less than the minimum
required net lot area in the R-1-10,000 (Single-Family Residential- 10,000 Square Foot
Minimum Required Lot Area) zone for two proposed single-family parcels (7,750 net
square feet provided for each).

Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) Case No. 2005-00151-(5) is required to ensure
compliance with urban hillside management design review criteria, pursuant to Section
22.56.215 of the Los Angeles County Code (“County Code”).

The proposed subdivision is an urban hillside project, as the subject property exhibits
natural slopes of 25 percent or greater and is within an urban land use category of the
Los Angeles Countywide General Plan (“General Plan”). A CUP is required for the
project, since the three dwelling units proposed exceed the midpoint threshold of two
dwelling units allowed for the site.

The subject site is located at 2716 Willowhaven Drive, within the La Crescenta-Montrose
Community Standards District (“CSD") and the La Crescenta Zoned District.

The subject property is approximately 0.73 gross acres (0.65 net acres) in size. It has
variable (flat to steeply-sloping) topography, with 0.22 acres within zero to 25 percent
slopes, 0.02 acres within 25 to 50 percent slopes, and 0.47 acres within slopes of 50

percent or greater.

The project proposes 2,114 cubic yards of cut and 156 cubic yards of fill grading, with
1,958 cubic yards of offsite export.

There are no Oak trees existing on the subject site.

Parcel No. 3 as depicted on the tentative map dated November 20, 2007 is a flag lot
gaining access via an existing 16-foot wide private driveway from Willowhaven Drive, a
46-foot wide dedicated street. Parcel Nos. 1 and 2 will gain access directly from
Rockpine Lane, a 44-foot wide dedicated street.



TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 063010 ' Page 2 of 6
FINDINGS

11.

The project site is zoned R-1-10,000.

12. Areas in all directions are zoned R-1-10,000, with R-1-7,500 (Single-Family Residential- -

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

7,500 Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area) also to the west of the subject property.

The subject property currently has one existing single-family residence and a swimming
pool, both to remain. It is surrounded by single-family residences in all directions, with
the Shields Canyon Debris Basin also located to the south and west of the subject

property.

The applicant is requesting a Variance to allow less than the required minimum net lot
area of 10,000 square feet in the R-1-10,000 zone for proposed Parcel Nos. 1 and 2.
Single-family residences are permitted in the R-1 zone pursuant to Section 22.20.070 of

the County Code.

The subject property is located within the Category 1 (Low Density Residential- One to
Six Dwelling Units Per Acre) Land Use Category of the General Plan. Category 1, an
urban land use category, allows a maximum of four dwelling units on the subject
property. The subject property contains hillside slopes greater than 25 percent, and the
project proposes a density of three dwelling units, which is above the midpoint threshold
of two dwelling units. Therefore, the project is subject to Hillside Management
performance criteria as described in the General Plan.

Proposed Parcel Nos. 1 and 2 have an elevation sloping downward towards Rockpine
Lane. They propose building pad areas that use “terraced” grading to preserve the
existing hillside. Retaining walls higher than six feet are proposed within the side and
rear yard setbacks in order to protect the terraced grading design. The retaining walls
will be screened with plant materials and landscaping in order to reduce the overall
aesthetic impacts of the development. The project is designated as urban hillside
development, and a minimum of 25 percent (7,025 square feet) of open space is
required. The project provides 61 percent (17,377 square feet) of open space consisting
of deed-restricted landscaped and natural undisturbed area within the private yard areas
of each residential parcel.

Staff received approximately 34 letters or correspondence from local residents—- 19
opposed and 15 in favor of the proposed development. In addition, staff received two
petitions-- one with 57 signatures in opposition to the project, and another with 41
signatures in support of the project. Staff received the support petition on May 20, 2008
and provided it to the Commission at the May 21, 2008 Commission public hearing.
Finally, staff received a letter from the Crescenta Valley Town Council (“Town Council”)
on May 20, 2008. In the correspondence received by staff, those in opposition stated
concerns related to the applicant’'s previous subdivision request, denied by the
Commission in 1987; the violation of the existing Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

("CC&Rs") for the underlying Tract No. 21972; overall community compatibility; the
aesthetic impact of retaining walls and future residences; slope stability/landslides;
drainage; adequate open/“green” space; haul route impacts to existing roads; additional
traffic to be generated after new homes are built; and traffic safety and parking concerns

along Rockpine Lane.

Correspondence in support indicated that the project will benefit the community by
developing an underutilized portion of land along Rockpine Lane; appear aesthetically
pleasing and not disrupt aesthetic views along of hillside; not intrude on the neighbors’
privacy; improve property values in the area; utilize existing sewer, water and road
infrastructure; help to eliminate existing brush fire hazards; preserve a large amount of
open space; and provide additional housing needed in the community.

The Town Council, in its meeting on May 15, 2008, decided to take a neutral position on
the proposed project. In its letter dated May 19, 2008, the Town Council outlined the
details of its May 15" meeting and attached a table of the specific concerns expressed
by the residents in attendance. The table also indicates that at the meeting, a total of 38
people indicated their concern of the project-- 34 in opposition and four in favor.

On May 21, 2008 the Commission heard a presentation from staff as well as testimony
from the applicant’s representative and the public. The applicant’s representative made a
presentation describing the proposed development. The Commission then heard
testimony from three persons in support of the project, followed by testimony from 17
persons opposed. The applicant's representative was allowed one round of rebuttal
before the Commission ended testimony and began its discussion.

On May 21, 2008 the Commission heard testimony from three persons who supported
the project. Those in support stated that a “no growth” attitude exists in the community,
creating a “double-standard” that is unfair to the applicant and his plans to improve his
land. They stated that the future residences on the subject property will be constructed
to a higher engineering standard than the existing surrounding residences and that all
needed services, infrastructure and schools are already present. Supporters also
emphasized that the project will be both an “improvement” and “benefit” to the
community and that many property improvements (such as remodels, additions, etc.)
have happened in the community and that they should “all” be supported. Finally,
supporters remarked that the proposed Iots are larger than many of the existing
surrounding lots and that a wide street frontage is proposed for the new parcels along
Rockpine Lane, which is consistent with the community.

On May 21, 2008 the Commission also heard testimony from 17 persons opposed to the
project. Regarding the overall project proposal, opponents stated that proposed
development is not in character with the community and that the project does not
conform to the “overall plan of the area”. In addition, the point was made that an “out of
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control” subdivision precedent should not be set in the community. Opponents also
stated that the same denial findings from 1987 are still valid today and that an approval
would “reverse the old decision”, setting a bad precedent. Opponents stated that the
original tract CC&Rs influenced their decision to move to the area, they wanted them to
be upheld, and that the project does not comply with the CC&Rs (which are “in force”
and are a “living document”). Lastly, opponents claimed that those in support of the
project do not live in the immediate area.

23.Regarding the site plan/design of the project, opponents stated that the existing lots were
originally graded as “flat pads”, and that the applicant's proposed “terraced” parcels,
proposed setbacks and homes, are out-of-character with the community. It was stated by
the opposition that the original subdivider provided “flat lots, similar floor plan designs
and longer driveways”, which are of a different character than the proposed
development. Opponents also stated that the proposed front yard setbacks are an
“unprecedented” five feet from the curb, and that the design provides inadequate
driveway parking Opponents claimed that there are no “[re]subdivided properties” in La
Crescenta and stressed that the community should be preserved as “stable and

developed.”

24. Opponents also commented on the feasibility/engineering of the project, arguing that the
slopes on the subject property are at least 40 to 50 percent and too steep to develop.
Opponents stated that the project will be adversely affected by “erosion” forces and that
the terrain of the subject property is “unstable alluvial fan,” poses a landslide risk, and
referenced the previous collapse of retaining walls at a nearby Sherriff's Station--
emphasizing that heavy rains in the area can cause landslides, floods and structure

failures.

25. During the May 21, 2008 Commission public hearing, the applicant’s representative gave
rebuttal testimony and stated that the geology and soils reports have been reviewed by
the Los Angles County Department of Public Works, with clearances issued. The
representative emphasized that today’s subdivision standards are “much more rigorous”,
ensuring a safer and more compatible project. The representative also claimed that there
have been “no significant landslides” in the existing subdivision. The representative
clarified that the proposed setbacks are five feet for garages and 10 feet for the
residences, and added that the project “preserves significant views” and the applicant
has done a “good job" to adapt the development to the terrain. Finally, the
representative stated that the CC&Rs have not been violated and do not preclude

subdivisions.

26.0n May 21, 2008 the Commission considered all testimony and discussed the facts of
the case. First, the Commission discussed that while staff, in its analysis, has found that
the project “can work,” it was the Commission’s responsibility to determine whether the
development “should be” permitted.
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30.

On May 21, 2008 the Commission discussed the project's consistency with General Plan
Infill Policies and Hillside Management Performance Review Criteria. The Commission
indicated that infill development should be supported, but not in the “suburban”
community where the subject property is located. The subject project constitutes an
“urban” style of infill development that is not compatible with General Plan infill
provisions. The Commission also indicated that although the development is “feasible”,
the project is “stretching” the limits and intent of the Hillside Management provisions of
the General Plan. The Commission stated that the Hillside Management provisions were
written to “protect the hillside” and that the term “innovation” stated in the Hillside
Management Performance Review Criteria applied in designing hillside projects, was
“misused” to support the subject project, leading to an inappropriate development

proposal.

On May 21, 2008 the Commission also discussed the project's community compatibility
and character, and the suitability of the site for development, indicating that there are too
many “community inconsistencies” with the proposed development, such as reduced
front yard setbacks, “terraced” home design/floor plan, over-reliance on tall retaining
walls, shortened driveway entrances and insufficient/incompatible rear yard area. The
Commission stated that the local area is currently not “transitioning from suburban to
urban” and that the project is “out-of-character” and will set a precedent if approved.
Further, the Commission reasoned that if the project was approved, other large lots in
the community “can be expected to subdivide” and that not all of the neighborhood
impacts of the proposed project can be predicted. The Commission indicated that it is
“not the right time or place” for the proposed subdivision and that the area may not be
“the right environment” to allow a subdivision with a zoning variance. The development
is “technically feasible,” but the neighborhood character would be changed
“dramatically”. Finally, the Commission indicated that the project, if approved, would
“disrupt” many of the original tract's homeowners still residing in the community for 40 or

more years.

On May 21, 2008 the Commission, after considering all of the testimony, continued the
public hearing until June 18, 2008, and instructed staff to prepare findings for denial.

On June 18, 2008, the Commission heard a presentation from staff as well as testimony
from the applicant. The applicant reiterated some of the previous arguments in favor of
the project, such as the project’s unique site location and size, wide street frontage along
Rockpine Lane, more than the required amount of open space proposed and ability to
support lot sizes greater than many existing developed lots in the immediate area. The
applicant rebutted previous statements made by the opponents that this project, if
approved, would set a precedent for “100 or more subdivisions” in the area. The
applicant responded that only three lots or “areas” in the community are large enough to
accommodate a subdivision on the scale of the subject project. ‘In addition, the applicant
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indicated that two ‘“resubdivisons” of lots within the original tract were previously
approved within the community, contrary to the claims of opposing testimony that the
subject project would be “unprecedented.” Lastly, the applicant stated that he would be-
willing to make modifications to the proposed development to address some of the
Commission’s concerns, such as “abandon” the terracing grading technique, use lower
retaining walls and increase the length of the front yard driveway from a proposed five
feet to a maximum of 15 feet. :

31.0n June 18, 2008, the Commission continued to discuss the proposed development.
Regarding the applicant’'s new testimony, the Commission reiterated its position that
although the project is technically feasible, it violates the intent of the County’s Hillside
Management Ordinance. The Commission further stated that ‘no new information
presented could modify its position” that the project is inconsistent with the Hillside
Management Ordinance. Finally, the Commission affirmed that the Hillside Management
Ordinance was not meant to function as “a technical tool to parcel-out hillsides.”

32.0n June 18, 2008, the Commission closed the public hearing and denied Tentative
Parcel Map No. 063010.

33. The denial of the subdivision request is based on the following findings:

A. The design of imprbvement of the proposed subdivision is inconsistent with the
General Plan, including hillside management provisions.

B. There is some evidence that the proposed project will be materially detrimental
to the use, enjoyment, or valuation of property of other persons located in the
vicinity of the project site.

C. The site is physically unsuitable for the type of development and density being
proposed, since the property does not have adequate building sites to be
developed. '

34. The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of proceedings
upon which the Commission’s decision is based in this matter is the Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning, 13" Floor, Hall of Records, 320 West Temple Street,
Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian of such documents and materials shall be
the Section Head of the Land Divisions Section, Regional Planning.

THEREFORE, in view of the findings of fact and conclusions presented above, Tentative
Parcel Map No. 063010 is denied.



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
VARIANCE CASE NO. 2007-00011-(5)

. The Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission (“Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing in the matter of Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5) on May
21, 2008 and June 18, 2008. Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5) was heard
concurrently with Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 and Conditional Use Permit Case

No. 2005-00151-(5).

. Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5) is a request to allow less than the minimum
required net lot area of 10,000 square feet in the R-1-10,000 (Single-Family
Residential- 10,000 Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area) zone for two proposed
single-family parcels (7,750 net square feet provided for each), and also to allow
retaining walls higher than six feet within the side and rear yard setbacks.

. Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 is a related request to create three single-family
parcels (including one fiag lot) on 0.73 gross acres.

. Conditional Use Permit ("CUP”) Case No. 2005-00151-(5) is a related request to
ensure compliance with urban hillside management design review criteria, pursuant to
Section 22.56.215 of the Los Angeles County Code (“County Code”).

. The subject site is located at 2716 Willowhaven Drive, within the La Crescenta-
Montrose Community Standards District (“CSD”) and the La Crescenta Zoned District.

. The subject property is approximately 0.73 gross acres (0.65 net acres) in size. It has
variable (flat to steeply-sloping) topography, with 0.22 acres within zero to 25 percent
slopes, 0.02 acres within 25 to 50 percent slopes, and 0.47 acres within slopes of 50
percent or greater.

. The project proposes 2,114 cubic yards of cut and 156 cubic yards of fill grading, with
1,958 cubic yards of offsite export.

. There are no Oak trees existing on the subject site.

. Parcel No. 3 as depicted on the tentative map is a flag lot gaining access via a 16-foot
wide private driveway from Willowhaven Drive, a 46-foot wide dedicated street.
Parcel Nos. 1 and 2 will gain access directly from Rockpine Lane, a 44-foot wide
dedicated street.

10. The project site is zoned R-1-10,000.

11.Areas in all directions are zoned R-1-10,000, and R-1-7,500 (Single-Family

Residential- 7,500 Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area) also exists to the west of
the subject property.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

The subject property currently has one existing single-family residence and a
swimming pool, each to remain. It is surrounded by single-family residences in all -
directions, with the Shields Canyon Debris Basin also located to the south and west of

the subject property.

The applicant is requesting a Variance to allow less than the required minimum net lot
area of 10,000 square feet in the R-1-10,000 zone for proposed Parcel Nos. 1 and 2.
Single-family residences are permitted in the R-1 zone pursuant to Section 22.20.070

of the County Code.

The subject property is located within the Category 1 (Low Density Residential- One to
Six Dwelling Units Per Acre) Land Use Category of the Los Angeles Countywide
General Plan (“General Plan”). Category 1, an urban land use category, allows a
maximum of four dwelling units on the subject property. The subject property contains
hillside slopes greater than 25 percent, and the project proposes a density of three
dwelling units, which is above the midpoint threshold of two dwelling units. Therefore,
the project is subject to Hillside Management performance criteria as described in the

General Plan.

Proposed Parcel Nos. 1 and 2 have an elevation sloping downward towards Rockpine
Lane. They will each have building pad areas that use “terraced” grading to preserve
the existing hillside. Retaining walls higher than six feet will be used within the side
and rear yard setbacks in order to protect the terraced grading design. The retaining
walls will be screened with plant materials and landscaping in order to reduce the
overall aesthetic impacts of the development. The project site is designated as urban
hillside development, and a minimum of 25 percent (7,025 square feet) of open space
is required. The project provides 61 percent (17,377 square feet) of open space
consisting of deed-restricted landscaped and natural undisturbed area within the
private yard area of each residential parcel.

Staff received approximately 34 letters or correspondence from local residents-- 19
opposed and 15 in favor of the proposed development. In addition, staff received two
petitions-- one with 57 signatures in opposition to the project, and another with 41
signatures in support of the project. Staff received the support petition on May 20,
2008 and provided it to the Commission at the May 21, 2008 Commission public
hearing. Finally, staff received a letter from the Crescenta Valley Town Council
(“Town Council”) on May 20, 2008. In the correspondence received by staff, those in
opposition stated concerns related to the applicant's previous subdivision request,
denied by the Commission in 1987; the violation of the existing Conditions, Covenants
and Restrictions ("CC&Rs") for the underlying Tract No. 21972; overall community
compatibility; the aesthetic impact of retaining walls and future residences; slope
stability/landslides; drainage; adequate open/’green” space; haul route impacts to
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

existing roads; additional traffic to be generated after new homes are bu}ilt; and traffic
safety and parking concerns along Rockpine Lane.

Correspondence in support indicated that the project will benefit the community by
developing an underutilized portion of land along Rockpine Lane; appear aesthetically
pleasing and not disrupt aesthetic views along of hillside; not intrude on the neighbors’
privacy; improve property values in the area; utilize existing sewer, water and road
infrastructure; help to eliminate existing brush fire hazards; preserve a large amount of
open space; and provide additional housing needed in the community.

The Town Council, in its meeting on May 15, 2008, decided to take a neutral position
on the proposed project. In its letter dated May 19, 2008, the Town Council outlined
the details of its May 15" meeting and attached a table of the specific concerns
expressed by the residents in attendance. The table also indicates that at the
meeting, a total of 38 people indicated their concern of the project-- 34 in opposition
and four in favor.

On May 21, 2008 the Commission heard a presentation from staff as well as
testimony from the applicant's representative and the public. The applicant’s
representative made a presentation describing the proposed development. The
Commission then heard testimony from three persons in support of the project,
followed by testimony from 17 persons opposed. The applicant's representative was
allowed one round of rebuttal before the Commission ended testimony and began its

discussion.

On May 21, 2008 the Commission heard testimony from three persons who supported
the project. Those in support stated that a “no growth” attitude exists in the
community, creating a “double-standard” that is unfair to the applicant and his plans to
improve his land. They stated that the future residences on the subject property will
be constructed to a higher engineering standard than the existing surrounding
residences and that all needed services, infrastructure and schools are already
present. Supporters also emphasized that the project will be both an “improvement”
and “benefit” to the community and that many property improvements (such as
remodels, additions, etc.) have happened in the community and that they should “all”
be supported. Finally, supporters remarked that the proposed lots are larger than
many of the existing surrounding lots and that a wide street frontage is proposed for
the new parcels along Rockpine Lane, which is consistent with the community.

On May 21, 2008 the Commission also heard testimony from 17 persons opposed to
the project. Regarding the overall project proposal, opponents stated that proposed
development is not in character with the community and that the project does not
conform to the “overall plan of the area”. In addition, the point was made that an “out
of control” subdivision precedent should not be set in the community. Opponents also
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22.

23.

24.

25.

stated that the same denial findings from 1987 are still valid today and that an
approval would “reverse the old decision”, setting a bad precedent. = Opponents
stated that the original tract CC&Rs influenced their decision to move to the area, they
wanted them to be upheld, and that the project does not comply with the CC&Rs
(which are “in force” and are a ‘“living document”). Lastly, opponents claimed that
those in support of the project do not live in the immediate area.

Regarding the site plan/design of the project, opponents stated that the existing lots
were originally graded as “flat pads”, and that the applicant’'s proposed “terraced’
parcels, proposed setbacks and homes, are out-of-character with the community. It
was stated by the opposition that the original subdivider provided “flat lots, similar floor
plan designs and longer driveways”, which are of a different character than the
proposed development. Opponents also stated that the proposed front yard setbacks
are an “unprecedented” five feet from the curb, and that the design provides
inadequate driveway parking Opponents claimed that there are no “[re]subdivided
properties” in La Crescenta and stressed that the community should be preserved as

“stable and developed.”

Opponents also commented on the feasibility/engineering of the project, arguing that
the slopes on the subject property are at least 40 to 50 percent and too steep to
develop. Opponents stated that the project will be adversely affected by “erosion”
forces and that the terrain of the subject property is “unstable alluvial fan,” poses a
landslide risk, and referenced the previous collapse of retaining walls at a nearby
Sherriff's Station-- emphasizing that heavy rains in the area can cause landslides,
floods and structure failures.

During the May 21, 2008 Commission public hearing, the applicant’s representative
gave rebuttal testimony and stated that the geology and soils reports have been
reviewed by the Los Angles County Department of Public Works, with clearances
issued. The representative emphasized that today’s subdivision standards are “much
more rigorous”, ensuring a safer and more compatible project. The representative also
claimed that there have been “no significant landslides” in the existing subdivision.
The representative clarified that the proposed setbacks are five feet for garages and
10 feet for the residences, and added that the project “preserves significant views”
and the applicant has done a “good job” to adapt the development to the terrain.
Finally, the representative stated that the CC&Rs have not been violated and do not

preclude subdivisions.

On May 21, 2008 the Commission considered all testimony and discussed the facts of
the case. First, the Commission discussed that while staff, in its analysis, has found
that the project “can work,” it was the Commission’s responsibility to determine
whether the development “should be” permitted.
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On May 21, 2008 the Commission discussed the project’s consistency with General
Plan Infill Policies and Hillside Management Performance Review Criteria. The
Commission indicated that infill development should be supported, but not in the
“suburban” community where the subject property is located. The subject project
constitutes an “urban” style of infill development that is not compatible with General
Plan infill provisions. The Commission also indicated that although the development
is “feasible”, the project is “stretching” the limits and intent of the Hillside Management
provisions of the General Plan. The Commission stated that the Hillside Management
provisions were written to “protect the hillside” and that the term “innovation” stated in
the Hillsidle Management Performance Review Criteria applied in designing hillside
projects, was “misused” to support the subject project, leading to an inappropriate
development proposal. '

On May 21, 2008 the Commission also discussed the project's community
compatibility and character, and the suitability of the site for development, indicating
that there are too many “community inconsistencies” with the proposed development,
such as reduced front yard setbacks, “terraced” home design/floor plan, over-reliance
on tall retaining walls, shortened driveway entrances and insufficient/incompatible rear
yard area. The Commission stated that the local area is currently not “transitioning
from suburban to urban” and that the project is “out-of-character” and will set a
precedent if approved. = Further, the Commission reasoned that if the project was
approved, other large lots in the community “can be expected to subdivide” and that
not all of the neighborhood impacts of the proposed project can be predicted. The
Commission indicated that it is “not the right time or place” for the proposed
subdivision and that the area may not be “the right environment” to allow a subdivision
with a zoning variance. The development is “technically feasible,” but the
neighborhood character would be changed “dramatically”. Finally, the Commission
indicated that the project, if approved, would “disrupt” many of the original tract's
homeowners still residing in the community for 40 or more years.

On May 21, 2008 the Commission, after considering all of the testimony, continued
the public hearing until June 18, 2008, and instructed staff to prepare findings for

denial.

On June 18, 2008, the Commission heard a presentation from staff as well as
testimony from the applicant. The applicant reiterated some of the previous
arguments in favor of the project, such as the project’s unique site location and size,
wide street frontage along Rockpine Lane, more than the required amount of open
space proposed and ability to support lot sizes greater than many existing developed
lots in the immediate area. The applicant rebutted previous statements made by the
opponents that this project, if approved, would set a precedent for “100 or more
subdivisions” in the area. The applicant responded that only three lots or “areas” in
the community are large enough to accommodate a subdivision on the scale of the
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subject project. In addition, the applicant indicated that two “resubdivisons” of lots
within the original tract were previously approved within the community, contrary to the
claims of opposing testimony that the subject project would be “unprecedented.”
Lastly, the applicant stated that he would be willing to make modifications to the
proposed development to address some of the Commission’s concerns, such as
“abandon” the terracing grading technique, use lower retaining walls and increase the
length of the front yard driveway from a proposed five feet to a maximum of 15 feet.

On June 18, 2008, the Commission continued to discuss the proposed development.
Regarding the applicant’s new testimony, the Commission reiterated its position that
although the project is technically feasible, it violates the intent of the County’s Hillside
Management Ordinance. The Commission further stated that “no new information
presented could modify its position” that the project is inconsistent with the Hillside
Management Ordinance. Finally, the Commission affirmed that the Hillside
Management Ordinance was not meant to function as “a technical tool to parcel-out

hillsides.” -

On June 18, 2008, after considering all testimony, the Commission closed the public
hearing and denied Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5).

The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of
proceedings upon which the Commission’s decision is based in this matter is the Los
Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, 13t Floor, Hall of Records, 320
West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian of such
documents and materials shall be the Section Head of the Land Divisions Section,

Regional Planning.

BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
CONCLUDES:

A. That despite special circumstances or exceptional characteristics applicable to the
property, the strict application of the code does not deprive such property of
privieges enjoyed by other property in the vicinity and under identical zoning
classifications; and

B. That the adjustment authorized will constitute a grant of special privilege
inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties. in the vicinity and zone in
which the property is situated; and

C. That strict application of zoning regulations as they apply to such property will not
result in practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the
general purpose of such regulations and standards; and
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D. That such adjustment will be materially detrimental to the public health, safety or
general welfare, or to the use, enjoyment or valuation of property of other persons
located in the vicinity.

THEREFORE, in view of the findings of fact and conclusions presented above, Variance
Case No. 2007-00011-(5) is denied.



10.

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 2005-00151-(5)

The Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission (“Commission”) conducted a -
duly noticed public hearing in the matter of Conditional Use Permit Case No. 2005-
00151-(5) on May 21, 2008 and June 18, 2008. Conditional Use Permit Case No.
2005-00151-(5) was heard concurrently with Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 and
Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5).

A Conditional Use Permit (“CUP") is required to ensure compliance with urban hillside
management design review criteria, pursuant to Sectlon 22.56.215 of the Los Angeles

County Code (“County Code”).

Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 is a related request to create three single- family
parcels (mcludmg one flag lot) on 0.73 gross acres (0.65 net acres).

Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5) is a related request to allow less than the minimum
required net lot area of 10,000 square feet in the R-1-10,000 (Single-Family
Residential- 10,000 Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area) zone for two proposed
single-family parcels (7,750 net square feet provided for each).

The proposed project is an urban hillside project, as the subject property exhibits
natural slopes of 25 percent or greater and is within an urban land use category of the
Countywide General Plan (“General Plan”). A CUP is required for the project, since the
three dwelling units proposed exceed the midpoint threshold of two dwelling units

allowed for the site.

The subject site is located at 2716 Willowhaven Drive, within the La Crescenta-
Montrose Community Standards District (“CSD”) and the La Crescenta Zoned District.

The subject property is approximately 0.73 gross acres in size. It has variable (flat to
steeply-sloping) topography, with 0.22 acres within zero to 25 percent slopes, 0.02
acres within 25 to 50 percent slopes, and 0.47 acres within slopes of 50 percent or

greater.

The project proposes 2,114 cubic yards of cut and 156 cubic yards of fill grading, with
1,958 cubic yards of offsite export.

There are no Oak trees existing on the subject site.

Parcel No. 3 as depicted on the tentative map is a flag lot gaining access via a 16-foot
wide private driveway from Willowhaven Drive, a 46-foot wide dedicated street. Parcel
Nos. 1 and 2 will gain access directly from Rockpine Lane, a 44-foot wide dedicated

street.
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The project site is zoned R-1-10,000.

Areas in all directions are zoned R-1-10,000, and R-1-7,500 (Single-Family Residential-
7,500 Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area) also exists to the west of the subject

property.

The subject property currently has one existing single-family residence and a swimming
pool, each to remain. It is surrounded by single-family residences in all directions, with
the Shields Canyon Debris Basin also located to the south and west of the subject

property.

The applicant is requesting a Variance to allow less than the required minimum net lot
area of 10,000 square feet in the R-1-10,000 zone for proposed Parcels 1 and 2.
Single-family residences are permitted in the R-1-10,000 zone pursuant to Section
22.20.070 of the County Code.

The subject property is located within the Category 1 (Low Density Residential- One to
Six Dwelling Units Per Acre) Land Use Category of the Los Angeles Countywide
General Plan (“General Plan”). Category 1, an urban land use category, allows a
maximum of four dwelling units on the subject property. The subject property contains
hillside slopes greater than 25 percent, and the project proposes a density of three
dwelling units, which is above the midpoint threshold of two dwelling units. Therefore,
the project is subject to Hillside Management performance criteria as described in the

General Plan.

Proposed Parcel Nos. 1 and 2 have an elevation sloping downward towards Rockpine
Lane. They will each have building pad areas that use “terraced” grading to preserve
the existing hillside. The project site is designated as urban hiliside development, and a
minimum of 25 percent (7,025 square feet) of open space is required. The project
provides 61 percent (17,377 square feet) of open space consisting of deed-restricted
landscaped and natural undisturbed area within the private yard area of each

residential parcel.

Staff received approximately 34 letters or correspondence from local residents-- 19
opposed and 15 in favor of the proposed development. In addition, staff received two
petitions-- one with 57 signatures in opposition to the project, and another with 41
signatures in support of the project. Staff received the support petition on May 20, 2008
and provided it to the Commission at the May 21, 2008 Commission public hearing.
Finally, staff received a letter from the Crescenta Valley Town Council (“Town Council”)
on May 20, 2008. In the correspondence received by staff, those in opposition stated
concerns related to the applicant’'s previous subdivision request, denied by the
Commission in 1987; the violation of the existing Conditions, Covenants and
Restrictions (“‘CC&Rs”) for the underlying Tract No. 21972; overall community
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

compatibility; the aesthetic impact of retaining walls and future residences; slope
stability/landslides; drainage; adequate open/’green” space; haul route impacts to
existing roads; additional traffic to be generated after new homes are built; and traffic
safety and parking concerns along Rockpine Lane.

Correspondence in support indicated that the project will benefit the community by
developing an underutilized portion of land along Rockpine Lane; appear aesthetically
pleasing and not disrupt aesthetic views along of hillside; not intrude on the neighbors’
privacy; improve property values in the area; utilize existing sewer, water and road
infrastructure; help to eliminate existing brush fire hazards; preserve a large amount of
open space; and provide additional housing needed in the community.

The Town Council, in its meeting on May 15, 2008, decided to take a neutral position
on the proposed prOJect In its letter dated May 19, 2008, the Town Council outlined the
details of its May 15" meeting and attached a table of the specific concerns expressed
by the residents in attendance. The table also indicates that at the meeting, a total of
38 people indicated their concern of the project-- 34 in opposition and four in favor.

On May 21, 2008 the Commission heard a presentation from staff as well as testimony
from the applicant’s representative and the public. The applicant’s representative made
a presentation describing the proposed development. The Commission then heard
testimony from three persons in support of the project, followed by testimony from 17
persons opposed. The applicant's representative was allowed one round of rebuttal
before the Commission ended testimony and began its discussion.

On May 21, 2008 the Commission heard testimony from three persons who supported
the project. Those in support stated that a “no growth” attitude exists in the community,
creating a “double-standard” that is unfair to the applicant and his plans to improve his
land. They stated that the future residences on the subject property will be constructed
to a higher engineering standard than the existing surrounding residences and that all
needed services, infrastructure and schools are already present. Supporters also
emphasized that the project will be both an “improvement” and “benefit” to the
community and that many property improvements (such as remodels, additions, etc.)
have happened in the community and that they should “all” be supported. Finally,
supporters remarked that the proposed lots are larger than many of the existing
surrounding lots and that a wide street frontage is proposed for the new parcels along
Rockpine Lane, which is consistent with the community.

On May 21, 2008 the Commission also heard testimony from 17 persons opposed to
the project. Regarding the overall project proposal, opponents stated that proposed
development is not in character with the community and that the project does not
conform to the “overall plan of the area”. In addition, the point was made that an “out of
control” subdivision precedent should not be set in the community. Opponents also
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stated that the same denial findings from 1987 are still valid today and that an approval
would “reverse the old decision”, setting a bad precedent. Opponents stated that the
original tract CC&Rs influenced their decision to move to the area, they wanted them to
be upheld, and that the project does not comply with the CC&Rs (which are “in force”
and are a “living document”). Lastly, opponents claimed that those in support of the
project do not live in the immediate area.

23.Regarding the site plan/design of the project, opponents stated that the existing lots
were originally graded as “flat pads”, and that the applicant's proposed “terraced”
parcels, proposed setbacks and homes, are out-of-character with the community. It was
stated by the opposition that the original subdivider provided “flat lots, similar floor plan
designs and longer driveways”, which are of a different character than the proposed
development. Opponents also stated that the proposed front yard setbacks are an
“‘unprecedented” five feet from the curb, and that the design provides inadequate
driveway parking Opponents claimed that there are no “[re]subdivided properties” in La
Crescenta and stressed that the community should be preserved as “stable and

developed.”

24. Opponents also commented on the feasibility/engineering of the project, arguing that
the slopes on the subject property are at least 40 to 50 percent and too steep to
develop. Opponents stated that the project will be adversely affected by “erosion”
forces and that the terrain of the subject property is “unstable alluvial fan,” poses a
landslide risk, and referenced the previous collapse of retaining walls at a nearby
Sherriff's Station-- emphasizing that heavy rains in the area can cause landslides,
floods and structure failures.

25. During the May 21, 2008 Commission public hearing, the applicant's representative
gave rebuttal testimony and stated that the geology and soils reports have been
reviewed by the Los Angles County Department of Public Works, with clearances
issued. The representative emphasized that today’s subdivision standards are “much
more rigorous”, ensuring a safer and more compatible project. The representative also
claimed that there have been “no significant landslides” in the existing subdivision. The
representative clarified that the proposed setbacks are five feet for garages and 10 feet
for the residences, and added that the project “preserves significant views” and the
applicant has done a “good job” to adapt the development to the terrain. Finally, the
representative stated that the CC&Rs have not been violated and do not preclude

subdivisions.

26.0n May 21, 2008 the Commission considered all testimony and discussed the facts of
the case. First, the Commission discussed that while staff, in its analysis, has found
that the project “can work,” it was the Commission’s responsibility to determine whether
the development “should be” permitted.
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27.0n May 21, 2008 the Commission discussed the project's consistency with General

28.

29.

30.

Plan Infill Policies and Hillside Management Performance Review Criteria. The
Commission indicated that infill development should be supported, but not in the -
“suburban” community where the subject property is located. The subject project
constitutes an “urban” style of infill development that is not compatible with General
Plan infill provisions. The Commission also indicated that although the development is
“feasible”, the project is “stretching” the limits and intent of the Hillside Management
provisions of the General Plan. The Commission stated that the Hillside Management
provisions were written to “protect the hillside” and that the term “innovation” stated in
the Hillside Management Performance Review Criteria applied in designing hillside
projects, was “misused” to support the subject project, leading to an inappropriate
development proposal. o

On May 21, 2008 the Commission aiso discussed the project's community compatibility
and character, and the suitability of the site for development, indicating that there are
too many “community inconsistencies” with the proposed development, such as
reduced front yard setbacks, “terraced” home design/floor pian, over-reliance on tall
retaining walls, shortened driveway entrances and insufficient/incompatible rear yard
area. The Commission stated that the local area is currently not “transitioning from
suburban to urban” and that the project is “out-of-character” and will set a precedent if
approved. Further, the Commission reasoned that if the project was approved, other
large lots in the community “can be expected to subdivide” and that not all of the
neighborhood impacts of the proposed project can be predicted. The Commission
indicated that it is “not the right time or place” for the proposed subdivision and that the
area may not be “the right environment” to allow a subdivision with a zoning variance.
The development is “technically feasible,” but the neighborhood character would be
changed “dramatically”. Finally, the Commission indicated that the project, if approved,
would “disrupt” many of the original tract's homeowners still residing in the community

for 40 or more years.

On May 21, 2008 the Commission, after considering all of the testimony, continued the
public hearing until June 18, 2008, and instructed staff to prepare findings for denial.

On June 18, 2008, the Commission heard a presentation from staff as well as testimony
from the applicant. The applicant reiterated some of the previous arguments in favor of
the project, such as the project's unique site location and size, wide street frontage
along Rockpine Lane, more than the required amount of open space proposed and
ability to support lot sizes greater than many existing developed lots in the immediate
area. The applicant rebutted the statement made by the opponents that this project, if
approved, would set a precedent for “100 or more subdivisions” in the area. The
applicant responded that only three lots or “areas” in the community are large enough
to accommodate a subdivision on the scale of the subject project. In addition, the
applicant alleged that two “resubdivisons” of lots within the original tract were previously
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31.

32.

33.

previously approved within the community, contrary to the claims of opposing testimony
that the subject project would be “unprecedented.” Lastly, the applicant stated that he
would be willing to make modifications to the proposed development to address some
of the Commission’s concerns, such as “abandon” the terracing grading technique, use
lower retaining walls and increase the length of the front yard driveway from a proposed
five feet to a maximum of 15 feet. . i

On June 18, 2008, the Commission continued to discuss the proposed development.
Regarding the applicant’s new testimony, the Commission reiterated its position that
although the project is technically feasible, it violates the intent of the County’s Hillside
Management Ordinance. The Commission further stated that “no new information
presented could modify its position” that the project is inconsistent with the Hillside
Management Ordinance. Finally, the Commission affirmed that the Hillside
Management Ordinance was not meant to function as “a technical tool to parcel-out

hillsides.”

On June 18, 2008, the Commission closed the public hearing and denied Conditional
Use Permit No. 2005-00151-(5).

The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of
proceedings upon which the Commission’s decision is based in this matter is the Los
Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, 13" Floor, Hall of Records, 320
West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian of such documents
and materials shall be the Section Head of the Land Divisions Section, Regional

Planning.

BASED ON THE FOREGOING THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
CONCLUDES:

A. The proposed use is inconsistent with the General Plan, including hiliside
management provisions; and :

B. The requested use at the proposed location will:

i. Adversely affect the health, peace, comfort or welfare of persons residing or
working in the surrounding area, or

ii. Be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment and valuation of property of
other persons located in the vicinity of the site, or

ii. Jeopardize, endanger or otherwise constitute a menace to the public health,
safety or general welfare; and

C. The proposed site is inadequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards,
walls, fences, parking and loading facilities, landscaping and other development
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features prescribed in this title, or as is otherwise required in order to integrate
said use with the uses surrounding the area; and

D. The proposed site is adequately served:

i. By highways or streets of sufficient width and improved as necessary to carry
the kind and quantity of traffic such use would generate; and
ii. By other public or private service facilities as are required; and

In hillside management areas:

A. The burden of proof for hillside management design review has not been met by
the applicant; and :

B. The denial of proposed dwelling units exceeding the midpoint of the permitted
density range in urban hillsides is based on the inability to mitigate problems of
public safety, design and/or environmental considerations, as provided in the
County Code and the General Plan.

THEREFORE, in view of the findings of fact and conclusions presented above, Conditional
Use Permit Case No. 2005-00151-(5) is denied. ‘
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Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012
Telephone (213) 974-6433

PROJECT NO. PM063010-(5) AGENDA ITEM(S)
PARCEL MAP NO. 063010 6a,b,c
VARIANCE NO. 2007-00011-(5)
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 2005-00151-(5) | PUBLIC HEARING DATE

RPC/HO MEETING DATE | CONTINUE TO

May 21, 2008
APPLICANT OWNER REPRESENTATIVE
Alex Rogic Alex Rogic Carolyn Seitz
REQUEST

Tentative Parcel Map: To create three single-family parcels (including one flag lot) on 0.73 gross acres.

Variance: To allow less than the required lot area in the R-1-10,000 zone for two parcels each with a net lot area of 7,724 square feet, and retaining walls
1 higher than six feet within the side and rear yard setbacks.

Conditional Use Permit: To ensure compliance with urban hillside management design review criteria.

| LOCATION/ADDRESS ZONED DISTRICT
2716 Willowhaven Drive La Crescenta
COMMUNITY

ACCESS La Crescenta-Montrose

EXISTING ZONING
R-1-10,000 (Single-Family Residential- 10,000 Square Foot
Minimum Required Net Lot Area

SIZE EXISTING LAND USE SHAPE
0.73 gross acres (0.65 net) Residential Irregular/Flag Lot

SURROUNDING LAND USES & ZONING
East: Single-Family Residential/R-1-10,000

Willowhaven Drive, Rockpine Lane

TOPOGRAPHY
Moderate to Steep Slopes

North: Single-Family Residential/R-1-10,000

West: Single-Family Residential, Debris Basin/R-1-10,000, R-1-
7,500 (Single-Family Residential- 7,500 Square Foot Minimum
Required Net Lot Area)

South: Single-Family Residential, Debris Basin/R-1-10,000

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION MAXIMUM DENSITY CONSISTENCY
Countywide General Plan Category 1 (Low Density Residential) 4 DU Yes
ENVIRONMENTAL STATUS

Negative Declaration — On the basis of the Initial Study prepared in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines and the environmental reporting procedures of the
County of Los Angeles, the Department of Regional Planning has found that the propased project qualifies for 2a Negative Declaration inasmuch as the project will not
have a significant effect on the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF SITE PLAN

The tentative map and Exhibit “A” dated November 20, 2007 depicts one existing residence at the top of a hillside, with an existing swimming pool and wooden deck.
The wooden deck is proposed to be removed. The existing single-family residence is located on proposed Parcel 3, which is a flag lot with a gross area of 15,352

-square-feet-Ithas-a fee-access strip-of 27 feet wide and provides 16 feet of paved-access to Willowhaven Drive, a 46-foot wide private street with-36-feetof paved- - -

width. The remaining properly is to be subdivided into Parcels 1 and 2. Proposed Parcel Nos. 1 and 2 have an elevation sloping downward towards Rockpine Lane,
and the proposed building pads on each parcel use “terraced” grading. There are 2,114 cubic yards of “cut” and 156 cubic yards of “fill" grading proposed for the
project, with 1,958 cubic yards of offsite export. Proposed Parcels 1 and 2 each have a net area of 7,724 square feet. Parcels 1 and 2 directly access Rockpine
Lane, a 44-foot wide private street with 36 feet of paved width. Overall, 17,377 square feet (61 percent) of the project area will consist of both natural open space

and planted landscaping.

KEY ISSUES

*  The Variance request is to allow two reduced-size parcels of 7,724 square feet each for two parcels, and retaining walls higher than six feet within the side
and rear yard setbacks of proposed Parcel Nos. 1 and 2.

e  The Conditional Use Permit for urban hillside management is to allow three dwelling units on the subject property.

o Atotal of 25 percent (7,025 square feet) of open space is required, and 61 percent (17,377 square feet) is proposed.

TO BE COMPLETED ONLY ON CASES TO BE HEARD BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

STAFF CONTACT PERSON

RPC HEARING DATE (S)

RPC ACTION DATE

RPC RECOMMENDATION

MEMBERS VOTING AYE

MEMBERS VOTING NO

MEMBERS ABSTAINING

STAFF RECOMMENDATION (PRIOR TO HEARING)

SPEAKERS*
(©)

(]

PETITIONS
{O) (F)

LETTERS
©) (F)




Page 2
CASE No. PM063010-(5)

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION (Subjéct to revision based on public hearing)

XI APPROVAL [] penAL
|:] No improvements __ 20AcreLots . 10 Acre Lots: _ 2% Acrelots __ Sect191.2
x Street improvements __ X _ Parkway _ X __ Driveway Apron _____ Street Lights
_____ Street Trees _____ Traffic Signal(s) __X___ Sidewalks ___ Off Site Paving
[ water Mains and Hydrants [:l Underground Utilities .. ATSAC System

X Drainage Faciiities (SUSMP)

IZI Sewer

Park Dedication “In-Lieu Fee”

ISSUES AND ANALYSIS

Key issues continued from Page 1:

The existing flag lot will remain, with a 27-foot-wide flag strip and 16 feet of paved access, and the two additional parcels will have
separate access directly from Rockpine Lane.

The existing residence wiil be required to upgrade to a sprinkler system.

The project area is within the La Crescenta-Montrose Community Standards District, but the provisions related to R-3 zoned
developments do not apply.

SITE/ZONING HISTORY

Zoning: The La Crescenta Zoned District was created by Ordinance No. 2164 effective November 23, 1932.

Subdivisions: Tract Map No. 29172, recorded on June 2, 1965, originally created the subject flag lot parcel as Lot 41 on the final map. Parcel
Map No. 17188, a proposal to create two single-family parcels on the subject property, was filed on July 18, 1985. The project was denied by
a Los Angeles County Hearing Officer (“Hearing Officer”) on July 31, 1986, The Hearing Officer’s findings indicated that the proposal was
inconsistent with the hillside management provisions of the General Plan and that the site was not physically suitable for development. The
project was appealed to the Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission (“Commission”) and the denial was sustained on October 1,
1986. The denial was appealed to the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors (“Board”) on January 22, 1987. After one continuance, the
denial was upheld and issued on September 29, 1987.

Prepared by: Mr. Jodie Sackett
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PROJECT NO. 063010-(5)
TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 063010
VARIANCE CASE NO. 2007-00011-(5)
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 2005-00151-(5)

STAFF REPORT
MAY 21, 2008 REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING

PROJECT OVERVIEW

The applicant, Alex Rogic, proposes to create three single-family parcels (including one flag lot) on a
0.73 gross acre site. A Variance is requested for two single-family parcels with less than the minimum
required net lot area of 10,000 square feet in the R-1-10,000 (Single-Family Residential—10,000
Square-Foot Minimum Required Lot Area) zone, with a net lot area of 7,724 square feet proposed for
two parcels. In addition, the Variance is requested to allow retaining walls higher than six feet within
the side and rear yard setbacks. The project requires a Conditional Use Permit (“CUP") for urban
hillside management purposes. The subject property has one existing single family dwelling to remain.

The main project issues include:

e Variance: Staff believes that the project meets the findings for a requested Variance from the
existing zoning standards. There are several single-family lots in the immediate vicinity that
have less than the required 10,000 square feet of net lot area, and some of those have less net
area than the applicant’s proposed 7,724 square feet for two proposed parcels. In addition, R-
1-7500 (Single-Family Residential—7,500 Square-Foot Minimum Required Lot Area) zoning
exists within 500 feet of the subject property. The higher retaining walls are necessary to
protect the terraced grading design and will be screened by planted landscaping to reduce the
aesthetic impacts.

o Urban Hillside Management: Staff believes that the project meets the findings for the requested
CUP for urban hillside development. The proposed terraced grading is designed to reduce the
overall impacts to the existing hillside. The project provides 61 percent (17,377 square feet) of
open space, which exceeds the minimum 25 percent (7,025 square feet) required.

o PrewousDemalTheapphcant’sprev|oussubd|v|s|on reques t,ParcelMapNo17188,a R

proposal to create two single-family parcels, was denied on September 29, 1987. During that
time, it was found that “the site was not physically suitable for the proposed development.”

¢ Community Concerns: Staff recently received additional letters of correspondence from local
residents, all opposing the development proposal. Staff has addressed these additional
concerns in its analysis.

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT PROPERTY

Location; The subject property is located at 2716 Willowhaven Drive, within the La Crescenta Zoned
District and La Crescenta-Montrose Community Standards District (“CSD").

Physical Features: The subject property is approximately 0.73 gross acres (0.65 net acres) in size. It
has an irregular shape with slopes varying from moderate to steep. The subject property has one
existing single-family dwelling and swimming pool to remain.




TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 063010 Page 2 of 13
VARIANCE CASE NO. 2007-00011-(5)

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 2005-00151-(5)

Staff Report

Access: Parcel 3 as depicted on the tentative map is a flag lot gaining access through a 16-foot wide
private driveway from Willowhaven Drive, a 46-foot wide dedicated street. Parcels 1 and 2 will gain
access directly from Rockpine Lane, a 44-foot wide dedicated street.

Services: Potable water will be supplied by the Crescenta Valley Water District, a public water system.
Sewage disposal will also be provided by the Crescenta Valley Water District.

ENTITLEMENTS REQUESTED

Parcel Map: The applicant requests approval of Tentative Parcel Map No. 083010 to create three
single-family parcels (including one flag lot) on 0.73 gross acres.

Variance: The applicant requests approval of a Variance to allow less than the minimum required Iot
area of 10,000 square feet in the R-1-10,000 zone for two proposed single-family parcels (7,724 net
square feet provided for each), and also to allow retaining walls higher than six feet within the side and
rear yard setbacks of proposed Parcel Nos. 1 and 2.

Conditional Use Permit: The applicant requests approval of a CUP to ensure compliance with urban
hiliside management review criteria.

EXISTING ZONING

The project site is zoned R-1-10,000. The surrounding areas are zoned as follows:

North: R-1-10,000
East: R-1-10,000

West: R-1-10,000, R-1-7,500

The project design does not comply with the area provisions of the R-1-10,000 zone. A Variance is
requested in order to allow a net lot area of 7,724 square feet each for Parcels 1 and 2.

EXISTING LAND USES

The subject property currently has one single-family dwelling to remain. 1t is surrounded by the
following land uses:

North: Single-family residences

East: Single-family residences

South: Single-family residences, Shields Canyon Debris Basin
West: Single-family residences, Shields Canyon Debris Basin

QU R0, D00 L



TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 063010 Page 3 of 13
VARIANCE CASE NO. 2007-00011-(5)
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 2005-00151-(5)

Staff Report

PREVIOUS CASE/ZONING HISTORY

Zoning: The La Crescenta Zoned District was created by Ordinance No. 2164 effective November 23,
1932.

Subdivisions: Tract Map No. 29172, recorded on June 2, 1965, originally created the subject flag iot
parcel as Lot 41 on the final map.

Parcel Map No. 17188 ("PM 17188"), a proposal to create two single-family parcels on the subject
property, was filed on July 18, 1985. The project was denied by a Los Angeles County Hearing Officer
(“Hearing Officer”) on July 31, 1986. The Hearing Officer’s findings indicated that the proposal was
inconsistent with the hillside management provisions of the General Plan and that the site was not
physically suitable for development. The project was appealed to the Los Angeles County Regional
Planning Commission (“Commission”) and the denial was sustained on October 1, 1986. The denial
was appealed to the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors (“Board”) on January 22, 1987. After
one continuance, the denial was upheld and issued on September 29, 1987.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The tentative parcel map and Exhibit “A” dated November 20, 2007, depicts a three-parcel subdivision
on 0.73 gross acres. One existing single-family residence is located on proposed Parcel No. 3, a flag
lot with a net area of 12,652 square feet. It has a fee access strip of 27 feet wide and provides 16 feet
of paved access from Willowhaven Drive, a 46-foot wide dedicated street with 36 feet of paved width.
Proposed Parcel Nos. 1 and 2 subdivide the rear of the existing parcel, each having a net area of 7,724
square feet. Parcel Nos. 1 and 2 directly access Rockpine Lane, a 44-foot wide private street with 36

feet of paved width.

. The Exhibit "A” depicts one existing residence at the top of a hillside, with an existing swimmingpool

and wooden deck. The wooden deck is proposed to be removed. Proposed Parcel Nos. 1 and 2 have
an elevation sloping downward towards Rockpine Lane, and the proposed building pads on each
parcel use “terraced” grading. The terraced grading design uses retaining walls with a maximum height
of 11 feet (up to nine feet within the side and rear yard setbacks of Parcel Nos. 1 and 2). The retaining
walls separate and define the open space and building pad areas as the slope elevation increases from
the curbside of Rockpine Lane to the rear yard boundary of Parcel No. 3. Overall, 17,377 square feet
(61 percent) of the project area will be reserved for open space consisting of both natural and planted

landscaping.

There are 2,114 cubic yards of “cut” and 156 cubic yards of “fill” grading proposed for the project, with
1,958 cubic yards of excess earthwork to be transported offsite. There are no Oak trees located on the

subject property.
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GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY

I. Hillside Management

The subject property is located within the Category 1 (Low Density Residential- One to Six Dwelling
Units Per Acre) Land Use Category of the Los Angeles Countywide General Plan (“General Plan”).
Category 1, an urban land use category, allows a maximum of four dwelling units on the subject
property. The subject property contains hillside slopes greater than 25 percent, and the project
proposes a density of three dweiling units, which is above the midpoint threshold of two dwelling units.
Therefore, the project is subject to Hillside Management performance criteria as described in the
General Plan.

Regarding urban hillside development, the Land Use Element of the General Plan states the following:

“Urban hillside management areas may be developed within the range of use types and intensities
established by the applicable land use policy map. Residential development greater than the
midpoint of the permitted density range will be reviewed for compliance with performance criteria
set forth herein, and will require approval of a [Conditional Use] Permit.”

(Land Use Element, Urban Hillside Management Areas,
General Conditions for Development, Page LU-A2)

In addition, the General Plan states specific performance review criteria for hillside projects, namely
“public safety” and “quality of design” inclusive. Specifically, for public safety, the development must:

o meet all applicable County and State subdivision requirements;
e use engineered solutions to mitigate slope hazards; and
e provide brush clearance to mitigate fire hazards.

preserve natural features;

preserve significant views;

ensure landscaping of graded slopes; and .

apply innovative approaches to house placement (including “stepped multi-level” designs).

(Land Use Element, Urban Hillside Management Areas,
Performance Review Criteria, Pages LU-A3, A4)

As stated earlier, proposed Parcel Nos. 1 and 2 have an elevation sloping downward towards Rockpine
Lane. They will each have building pad areas that use “terraced” grading to preserve the naturally-
existing hillside. The terraced design will allow the future residences to be bulilt “into” the hillside and not
ontop of it. Asindicated in the above performance review criteria, development shall “apply innovative
approaches to housing placement (including ‘stepped multi-level’ designs).” The proposed grading
design utilizes a terraced “multi-level” technigue that steps development into the hiliside, which is
consistent with the General Plan.
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According to the General Plan, at least 25 percent of the project area “shall be maintained in a natural
or open condition” (LU-A2). Furthermore, “open space may consist of open areas in public ownership,
-~ common private ownership or private yards” (LU-A2). In total, 17,377 square feet (61 percent) of the
project area will consist of both natural and planted landscaping throughout the private yards.

Since the subject project conforms to the urban hillside management design review criteria, staff affirms
that the proposed density is permissible. Overall, the proposed design is consistent with the General

Plan.

Il. Housing Supply

The project proposes to subdivide the existing parcel into three new single-family parcels, with one
existing residence to remain. The following excerpt from the Housing Element of the General Plan
discusses the need to maintain an adequate supply of housing:

“An ample supply of housing is necessary to stabilize the rising cost of housing and to ensure that
all housing needs are met. The projected demand for housing can be met by preserving the

existing housing stock and by new construction.”
(Housing Element, Needs and Policies,

Housing Quantity, Page IV-31)

With the project, a net increase in two residential parcels will result, with two new single- family
residences to be constructed in the future. Therefore, the subject project will increase the supply of
housing in the local area. The proposed project is consistent with the housing goals of the General

Plan.

VARIANCE REQUEST

The applicant requests approval of a Variance to allow less than the minimum required lot area of
10,000 square feet in the R-1-10,000 zone for two proposed single-family parcels, as well as retaining
walls higher than six feet within the side and rear yard setbacks of Parcel Nos. 1 and 2. ParcelNos. 1
and 2 of the subdivision will each have a net lot area of 7,724 square feet. In order to justify the
Variance request, the applicant must satisfy the following findings as stated in Section 22.56.290 of the
Los Angeles County Code (“Code”):

A. That the requested use at the location proposed will not:

1. Adversely affect the health, peace, comfort or welfare of persons residing or working in
the surrounding area, nor

2. Be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment or valuation of property of other persons
located in the vicinity of the site, nor

3. Jeopardize, endanger or otherwise constitute a menace to the public health, safety or
general welfare. '
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B. That the proposed site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards, walls, fences,
parking and loading facilities, landscaping and other development features prescribed in this
ordinance, or as is otherwise required in order to integrate said use with the uses in the surrounding

area.
C. That the proposed site is adequately served:

1. By highways or streets of sufficient width and improved as necessary to carry the kind and
quantity of traffic such use would generate, and

2. By other public or private service facilities as are required.
D. That there are special circumstances or exceptional characteristics applicable to the property
involved, such as size, shape, topography, location or surroundings, which are not generally
applicable to other properties in the same vicinity and under identical zoning classification.

E. That such variance is necessary for the preservation of a substantial property right of the
applicant such as that possessed by owners of other property in the same vicinity and zone.

F. That the granting of the variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or be
injurious to other property or improvements in the same vicinity and zone.

The applicant’s burden of proof responses are attached.

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

In urban hillside areas, any proposed development exceeding the midpoint density threshold requires a

-.CUP for urban hillside. management.. The density.range for Category.1.is.one to_six dwelling units per. ...

acre, resulting in a midpoint density of 3.5 dwelling units per acre (or a midpoint of two dwelling units on
the subject property). As the applicant is proposing a density of 4.1 dwelling units per acre (or three
dwelling units), which exceeds the midpoint threshold, an urban Hillside Management CUP is required.
In addition to the standard findings for a CUP in Section 22.56.040 of the Code, hillside management
projects must also meet the following findings as stated in Section 22.56.215.F.1 of the Code:

A. Hillside Management Areas

1. That the proposed project is located and designed so as to protect the safety of current and
future residents, and will not create significant threats to life and/or property due to the
presence of geologic, seismic, slope instability, fire flood, mud flow or erosion hazard;

2. That the proposed project is compatible with the natural, biotic, cultural, scenic and open
space resources of the area;

3. That the proposed project is conveniently served by (or provides) neighborhood shopping
and commercial facilities, can be provided with essential public services without imposing
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undue costs on the total community, and is consistent with the objectives and policies of the
General Plan;

4. That the proposed project development demonstrates creative and imaginative design
resulting in a visual quality that will complement community character and benefit current and
future residents.

The applicant’s responses are attached.

LA CRESCENTA-MONTROSE CSD

The subject property is located within the La Crescenta-Montrose CSD. The CSD was created by
Ordinance No. 2007-0008 on January 30, 2007. Currently, the CSD only establishes development
standards for multi-family projects within the R-3 (Limited Multiple Residence) zone. As the subject
property is located within the R-1 zone, the CSD standards do not apply.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

On August 16, 2005, the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (“Regional Planning”)
received the Initial Study Questionnaire. ‘On the basis of the Initial Study prepared in accordance with
the California Environmental Quality Act (‘CEQA”) guidelines and the environmental reporting
procedures of the Los Angeles County, Regional Planning has determined that the project will require a
Negative Declaration inasmuch as the project will not have a significant effect on the environment.

COUNTY DEPARTMENT AND AGENCY COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

- The.-Los. Angeles -County - Subdivision - Committee - (“Subdivision-Committee”) - consists of -the

Departments of Regional Planning, Public Works, Fire, Parks and Recreation, and Public Health. The
Subdivision Committee has reviewed the tentative parcel map and Exhibit “A” Map dated November 20,
2007 and recommends approval of the project with the attached conditions.

LEGAL NOTIFICATION/COMMUNITY OUTREACH

In coordination with the applicant, notification was provided to nearby residents and the surrounding
community as listed below:

» Hearing Notices: On April 15, 2008 hearing notices regarding this proposal were mailed to all
property owners as identified on the current Assessor's record within 1,000 feet of the subject
property for an approximate total of 270 notices.

e Library Package: On April 15, 2008, project materials, including a tentative parcel map, land
use map, and Subdivision Committee draft conditions of approval were sent to the La Canada-




TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 063010 Page 8 of 13
VARIANCE CASE NO. 2007-00011-(5) '
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 2005-00151-(5)

Staff Report
Flintridge Library.

¢ Newspaper Listing: On April 22, 2008, a public hearing notice was published in the Glendale
News Press and La Opinion newspapers.

« Project Site Posting: On April 21, 2008, one hearing notice sign was posted at each property
frontage, along both Willowhaven Drive and Rockpine Lane, for a total of two signs.

o Website Posting: On April 15, 2008, a copy of the library package containing the hearing
materials was posted on the Regional Planning website.

CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED

At the time of writing, staff has received 10 letters of correspondence (including a petition with 57
signatures) and two phone calls, all from nearby residents in opposition to the project proposal. In
addition, staff met with two residents in opposition to the project, and received one e-mail requesting
information about required front yard setbacks. Those in opposition are concerned with issues related

to:

overall community compatibility;

aesthetic impact of retaining walls, future residences

slope stability/mudslides;

drainage;

adequate open/'green” space;

haul route impacts to existing roads; and

additional traffic to be generated after new homes are built.

_Copies of the letters of correspondence and petition are attached.

STAFF EVALUATION

The main project issues include:

o Proposed Variance

» Proposed CUP for Hillside Management
» Previous Case Denial

¢ Additional Community Concerns

I. Variance

The applicant is requesting a Variance to allow less than the required 10,‘000 square feet of net lot
area. Staff analyzed the area and determined the following:

A. Surrounding Area
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1. That within a short radius distance of approximately 250 feet from the subject property, there
exist 15 developed residential parcels that vary in net lot area from 7,100 to 8,700 square
feet, which do not meet the current R-1-10,000 zoning standards.

B. Willowhaven Drive

1. Specifically, along Willowhaven Drive, where the two proposed parcels would have street
frontage, there are seven parcels with a net lot area between 7,256 and 8,700 square feet.

2. The two parcels directly adjacent to the east and west of the subject property on
Willowhaven Drive each have a net ot area less than the applicant’s proposed 7,724 square
feet.

C. Rockpine Lane

1. Along Rockpine Lane, there are eight parcels with a net lot area between 7,700 and 8,100
square feet. :

2. Four of the eight parcels along Rockpine Lane each have a net lot area less than the
applicant’s proposed 7,724 square feet.

3. One parcel directly across Rockpine Lane from the subject property has a net lot area of less
than 7,724 square feet.

In addition, the applicant is requesting a Variance to allow retaining walls higher than six feet within the
side and rear yard setbacks of proposed Parcel Nos. 1 and 2. Staff supports the request, based on the
fact that the retaining walls are a necessary component of the terraced grading design, and will ensure
the safety of life and property. The retaining walls also promote an orderly use of the proposed open

space for landscaping that matches the overall site plan design..As illustrated by the tentative parcel. .. ... ...

map/Exhibit “A”, the applicant has planned the site, to include the future location of structures,
landscaping and walkways, in an “integrated” manner within the constraints of the shape of the parcel
and the existing terrain. These facts aside, staff understands the aesthetic impact of the retaining walls
and is recommending that the walls be permanently screened from view using landscaping and
planting materials in order to increase the overall compatibility of the proposed design with the
surrounding development.

Regarding yard setbacks, no structures are currently being proposed with the tentative parcel map.
The proposed building pad location each for Parcel Nos. 1 and 2 as depicted on the Exhibit “A” will
allow a structure within the minimum 20-foot front yard setback area established by the existing R-1-
10,000 zone. However, Section 22.48.080 of the Code allows a reduced front yard setback of up to 50
percent (or 10 feet) for terrain with a slope of 20% or greater. Since the specific property area in
question meets the Code criteria for a reduced setback, a subsequent yard modification or variance
would be unnecessary. Project compliance with all yard setbacks will be confirmed at a future date
prior to the issuance of building permits.
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In view of these facts, staff supports the applicant’s request for a Variance. The Variance will allow the
applicant to “preserve a substantial property right” that other landowners are currently enjoying, while
maintaining the existing character of the surrounding community. The Variance allows new parcels
that are appropriately sized and located so that they do not adversely affect the health or safety of the
community, as well as are able to be adequately served by existing infrastructure. The reduced-size
parcels are still large enough to maintain a significant amount of open space (50 and 70 percent each
of Parcels 1 and 2 respectively, for a total of 33 percent of the overall project area) and allow new
residences that are compatible with the community. Furthermore, R-1-7,500 zoning exists within 500
feet of the subject property, which indicates that the applicant's proposal for reduced-size parcels is
compatible with the larger community pattern.

Staff feels that the requested Variance meets the findings for approval.

II. Hillside Management CUP

The applicant is requesting a CUP for urban hillside management, in order to allow a project density
higher than the midpoint threshold of 3.5 dwelling units per acre. Upon analyzing the applicant’s
request in accordance with the General Plan provisions for urban hillside management, staff

determined the following:

A. "Public Safety”

1. “Meet all applicable County and State subdivision requirements”: The Subdivision Committee
has determined that the project meets all applicable requirements for tentative map approval.
In addition, project conditions must be met before the applicant can receive final map approval
and in the future obtain building permits. Regarding the requested Variance, staff feels that the
reduced lot areas will not adversely affect public safety norimpede the ability of the applicant to
meet other safety-related subdivision requirements, such as Fire access and stormwater

drainage.

‘terraced” grading design to minimize the impact to existing slopes, and also uses modern
engineering techniques such as anchored retaining walls and “SUSMP” devices.

3. “Provide brush clearance to mitigate fire hazards”™ The applicant is proposing to maintain at
least 61 percent of the project area as open space, to include existing native vegetation and
new planted materials. Prior to final map approval, the applicant will be required to submit a
preliminary Fuel Modification Plan to the Fire Department for approval. This plan will ensure
that fire hazards are mitigated through landscaping design and brush clearance.

B. "Quality of Design”

1. “Preserve natural features”: The proposed project utilizes a grading design that minimizes the
impact to the existing hillside, preserving a larger amount of its mass. In addition, existing native
landscaping is proposed to be preserved to the extent feasible subject to construction
constraints and fuel modification requirements.
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2. ‘Preserve significant views”: As the subdivision will result in two additional parcels located at the
bottom of a hillside close to a roadway, significant views will not be adversely impacted by the
proposed development. Aesthetic impacts due to the use of retaining walls will be mitigated
with plant materials used to screen the walls.

3. “Ensure landscaping of graded slopes”: Given the integrated design method, landscaping is an
important component of the project proposal. All graded slopes to be preserved as open space
will be delineated on a landscape plan and reviewed through the plan check process, prior to
final map and building permit clearance.

4. "Apply innovative approaches to house placement (including “stepped multi-level” designs)”:
The proposed development uses a “stepped multi-level” grading design that allows the future
residence to be “set-in” to the hillside with a minimum amount of disturbance to the hiliside.
The future home will have a “terraced” second story that rests “naturally” on the undisturbed

hillside.

In addition to the General Plan requirements for urban hillside management, the project must also meet
the Hillside Management CUP burden of proof stated in Section 22.56.215.F.1 of the County Code.
After reviewing the applicant’s responses to Items 1-4 of the burden of proof statement, and referencing
the above analysis for urban hillside management, staff conciuded additionally that:

1. “Geologic/Seismic Hazards™ According to Public Works, the project currently meets the
geotechnical requirements necessary to obtain both tentative and final map approval; and

2. “Impacts on Resources”: The Negative Declaration issued by Regional Planning determined
that the project will have less than significant/no impact on cultural/biotic resources and that
project mitigation is unnecessary; and

3. “Public Services": The proposed project is located in a developed residential area with few

_vacant parcels of land remaining, and there are ample existing neighborhood shoppingand .

- commercial facilities located within two miles of the project site along Foothill Boulevard.

In view of these facts, staff supports the applicant’s request for a CUP. The CUP will allow the
applicant to develop the property in a manner that meets the criteria for maintaining “public safety” and
“‘quality of design” as enumerated in the General Plan. The proposed grading uses a terraced “muiti-
level” design that is “compatible with the natural, biotic, cultural, scenic and open space resources of
the area” and also “demonstrates creative and imaginative design resulting in a visual quality that will
complement community character”. Staff feels that the requested CUP meets the findings for approval.

1. Previous Denial

As stated earlier, the applicant's previous request to subdivide the subject property into two single-
family parcels, PM 17188, was denied on September 29, 1987. Although the applicant had already
received clearance from the Subdivision Committee (including geotechnical, soils and drainage from
Public Works) and been issued a Negative Declaration (less than significant/no environmental
impacts), the community still had concerns with that project. The Hearing Officer found that “the site is
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not physically suitable for the proposed development”. In comparing the previous design with the
current design, staff observed that:

1. The previous subdivision proposed a second parcel with a narrower depth varying from 58 to 80
feet. The current project proposes two parcels that vary in depth from 70 to 100 feet, which is
more compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.

2. The previous design proposed a building pad at a higher elevation, further up the slope. This
had a slightly greater impact on aesthetic views. The current project building pads are located
closer to the existing roadway (Rockpine Lane) and are more consistent with nearby residences
located on the opposite side of Rockpine Lane.

3. The previous design proposed a rear yard setback of 10 feet. The current design proposes
increased open space within the rear yard and a minimum setback distance of 40 feet for
Parcel 1 and 28 feet for Parcel 2. '

Overall, the previous subdivision request was less sensitive to the surrounding neighborhood pattern;
the current proposai reflects an improved design. In addition, given the County’s increased need for
housing, the applicant's current request represents an appropriate balance of sensitive site design and
property improvement that is amenable with General Plan housing goals and current housing needs.

IV. Additional Community Concerns

Staff received correspondence from concerned residents in opposition to the proposed subdivision.
Staff believes that many of these concerns, such as traffic and slope stability, have already been
addressed in this report and conditioned appropriately in the attached reports and recommendations of
the Subdivision Committee. However, there is an unaddressed concern—the Declaration of Conditions
and Restrictions ("CC&Rs") of the underlying Tract No. 29172 recorded in 1965.

-..Three.residents.in .oppositj.on...to .the. pr.oject... have.voiced. concerns that-the -proposed project-is-in. o

violation” of the recorded CC&Rs due to the fact that the CC&Rs state the following:

“No residential structure shall be erected or placed on any building plot, which plot has an area of less
than 7,500 square feet, or width less than 40 feet at the front of the building setback line, excluding lots
as existing on the record map of said tract.”

The CC&Rs also state that:

“All lots in this tract shall be known and described as residential lots. No structure shall be erected,
altered, placed or permitted to remain on any of said lots other than one single family detached dwelling
with not more than two stories...”

The residents’ concern seems to be based on an understanding that the CC&Rs preclude landowners
within the existing tract from further subdividing their land. Based on staff's review, the CC&Rs mean to
prevent homeowners from building a second residence on an existing lot, not prevent a homeowner
from subdividing, which the CC&Rs do not have the authority to execute. Further, according to the
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CC&Rs, each lot shall have an area of at least 7,500 square feet, which the proposed development
provides.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the proposed development is consistent with all applicable provisions of the General
Plan, including those related to project density (“dwelling units per acre”) that would potentially affect
the surrounding character of the community. The subject property is surrounded by compatible uses
and has access to two County-maintained streets. All required public services and necessary
infrastructure can be provided for the proposed subdivision. The proposed development is also
consistent with existing residential development and other surrounding land uses, such as a debris
basin. The projectis located in an urban area and minimal disturbance of hatural features is expected.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Regional Planning Commission close the public hearing, adopt the Negative
Declaration and approve Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010, Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5) and
Conditional Use Permit Case No. 2005-00151-(5) with the attached findings and conditions.

Suggested Motion: “I| move that the Regional Planning Commission close the public hearing,
and adopt the Negative Declaration.”

Second Motion:

Suggested Motion: “I move that the Regional Planning Commission close the public hearing,
and approve Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010, Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5) and

1

.Conditional.Use. Permit. Case.No. 2005-00151-(5). with_the attached findings and conditions.” .{ . .

Attachments:
Factual
GIS-NET Map
Thomas Brothers Guide Map Page
Draft Findings and Conditions
Environmental Determination (Negative Declaration)
Variance Burden of Proof '
Conditional Use Permit Burden of Proof
Correspondence
Ortho-Imagery
Building Plans (site plan, floor plan, elevation, cross section)
Lot Area Exhibit
Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 and Exhibit “A”, dated November 20, 2007

Land Use Map

SMT:jds
5/6/08



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
VARIANCE CASE NO. 2007-00011-(5)

1. The Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission (*Commission”)
conducted a duly noticed public hearing in the matter of Variance Case No.
2007-00011-(5) on May 21, 2008. Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5) was
heard concurrently with Tentative Parcel Map No. 063810 and Conditional Use
Permit Case No. 2005-00151-(5).

Residential- 10,000 Square Foot Mini
proposed single-family parcels (7,750
also to allow retaining walls higher
setbacks.

3. Tentative Parcel Map No.
family parcels (including on

4.
5.
Montrose
District.
6. approxnm .73 gross acres (0.65 net acres) in size.

s within 25 to 50 percent slopes, and 0.47 acres

8. There are no: ees existing on the subject site.

9. Parcel No. 3 as depicted on the tentative map is a flag lot gaining access via a
16-foot wide private driveway from Willowhaven Drive, a 46-foot wide dedicated
street. Parcels 1 and 2 will gain access directly from Rockpine Lane, a 44-foot
wide dedicated street.

10. The project site is zoned R-1-10,000.

-sloping). topography, with 0.22 acres within zeroto
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Areas in all directions are zoned R-1-10,000, and R-1-7,500 (Single-Family
Residential- 7,500 Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area) also exists to the
west of the subject property.

The subject property currently has one existing single-family residence and a
swimming pool, each to remain. It is surrounded by single-family residences in
all directions, with the Shields Canyon Debris Basin also Jocated to the south and
west of the subject property.

The applicant is requesting a Variance to allow Je an the required minimum
net lot area of 10,000 square feet in the R-1-
Nos. 1 and 2. Single-family residences ar

Section 22.20.070 of the County Code.

The subject property is located wit
One to Six Dwelling Units Per Acre)=]
Countywide General Plan (“General Pla
category, allows a maximu

fegory 1, an urban land use
on the subject property. The
subject property contains hi an 25 percent, and the project
proposes a density of three . 1§ above the midpoint threshold
of two dwelling units. Therefore; the projeet.is subject to Hillside Management

 an elevation sloping downward towards
Rockpine e building pad areas that use “terraced”
grading to

be u

il be screened with plant materials and
ed as urban hillside development, and a minimum of

are feet) of open space consisting of deed-restricted
ral undisturbed area within the private yard area of each

Public corre ence was received (ten letters, a petition with 57 signatures,
one e-mail, tWo phone calls and one meeting) from nearby residents, all in
opposition to the proposed project except for the e-mail correspondent, who had
questions regarding front yard setbacks.

The opposing residents were concerned with the possible impacts of the project,
to include traffic, hillside stability, drainage, open space, haul route and aesthetic
views. Two residents stated that they were previously “assured” that no future

duce the overall.aesthetic-im pacts....of,...the,...devejopme.n.t.; SO,
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development would take place on the slope occupying the applicant's property
along Rockpine Lane. The same residents also mentioned the denial of the
applicant’s previous subdivision request, and the current CC&Rs in force for the
underlying Tract Map No. 21972.

17. On May 21, 2008 the Commission heard a presentation from staff as well as
testimony from the applicant and the public. The applicant confirmed that he had
reviewed the staff report and conditions recommend y staff and concurred
with all conditions of approval.

18. Testimony was taken from persons who we ition or had concerns

regarding the project.

pplicant and

19. On May 21, 2008 the Commission co he
Declaration, and

other testifiers, closed the public heaf
approved Variance Case No. 2007-0001 1z

20. The Commission finds that t

and Game fees pursuant to Se

roject in accordance with the
State CEQA Guidelines, and
rocedures and guidelines of Los Angeles
ed to not have a significant effect on the

21.

ed on the permittee’'s compliance with the

63010 and Conditional Use Permit Case No. 2005-

monstrated the suitability of the subject property for the
blishment of the proposed use at such location is in

zoning practice. Compliance with the conditions of
approval e compatibility with surrounding land uses and consistency
with all applicable General Plan policies.

23.

24. The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of
proceedings upon which the Commission’s decision is based in this matter is the
Department of Regional Planning (“Regional Planning”), 13th Floor, Hall of
Records, 320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The

approval as. well_as the. conditions. of..approval. for............
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custodian of such documents and materials shall be the Section Head of the
Land Divisions Section, Regional Planning.

BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
CONCLUDES:

aracteristics applicable
graphy, location or
r properties in the same

A. That there are special circumstances or exceptional
to the property involved, such as size, shape
surroundings, which are not generally applicable t
vicinity and under identical zoning classification;

B. That such variance is necessary for the preservation ubstantlal property
right of the applicant such as that posse

same vicinity and zone; and

C. That the granting of the variance ]
welfare or be injurious to other property or
zone.

THEREFORE, THE REGIONAL P

1. Adopts the Ne
determination




DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING
VARIANCE CASE NO. 2007-00011-(5)

DRAFT CONDITIONS:

1.

. Permission is granted to provide minimum 7,

. Permission is granted to allow retaining ¥

. Upon completion of the appeal p

Conform to the requirements of Title 21 of the Los Angeles County Code (“County Code”)
and the requirements of the R-1-10,000 (Single-Family Resudentlal 10,000 Square Foot
Minimum -Required Lot Area) zone except as modified . Also comply with
Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 and Conditional Use PermitCase No. 2005-00151-
(6), and the requirements of the La Crescenta-Montrose. unity Standards District

(“CSD’).

uare feet ¢ et lot area each for

Parcel Nos. 1 and 2 as identified on the tentatiy

year yard setbacks of Parcel Nos. 1 and
dated November 20, 2007.

es of $1,926.75 payable to the

County of Los Angeles in conngt d posting of a Notice of

Determination in compliance with Sec :
Code and Section 71 1.oftt i a2 Fishs ‘Code to defray the costs of fish

‘mal ) rred by the California Department of Fish
ment is final, vested or operative until the

and Game. No
fee is paid.

f any such claim, action, or proceeding and the County shall
he defense.

deposit of $5,000:00 from which actual costs shall be billed and deducted for the
purpose of defraying the expense involved in the department’s cooperation in the
defense, including but not limited to, depositions, testimony, and other assistance to the
permittee, or the permittee's counsel. The permittee shall pay the following
supplemental deposits, from which actual costs shall be billed and deducted:

a. If during the litigation process, actual costs incurred reach 80 percent of the
deposit amount, the permittee shall deposit additional funds to bring the
balance up to the amount of the initial deposit. There is no limit to the
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number of supplemental deposits that may be required prior to the
completion of the litigation.

b. At the sole discretion of the permittee, the amount of the initial or
supplemental deposit may exceed the minimum amounts defined herein.

The cost for collection and duplication of records and other related documents will be

for Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010. In the ev
063010 should expire without the recordation of
upon the expiration of the tentative map. Ef
thereafter shall be subject to the regulationg
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 2005-00151-(5)

The Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission (“Commission”)
conducted a duly noticed public hearing in the matter of Conditional Use Permit
Case No. 2005-00151-(5) on May 21, 2008. Conditional Use Permit Case No.
2005-00151-(5) was heard concurrently with Tentatlve arcel Map No. 063010
and Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5).

re=compliance with urban

A Conditional Use Permit (“CUP") is required fi
tion 22.56.215 of the

hillside management design review criteria
Los Angeles County Code (“County Code’

Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 i
family parcels (including one flag lot)

minimum required net lot a
Family Residential- 10,000

eral Plan”). A CUP is required for the
oposed exceed the midpoint threshold of

lillowhaven Drive, within the La Crescenta-

is approximately 0.73 gross acres in size. It has variable
topography, with 0.22 acres within zero to 25 percent
thin 25 to 50 percent slopes, and 0.47 acres within slopes of

The project pr boses 2,114 cubic yards of cut and 156 cubic yards of fill grading,
with 1,958 cubic yards of offsite export.

There are no Oak trees existing on the subject site.

Parcel No. 3 as depicted on the tentative map is a flag lot gaining access via a
16-foot wide private driveway from Willowhaven Drive, a 46-foot wide dedicated

Standards District (*CSD”) and the La Crescenta Zoned
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street. Parcel Nos. 1 and 2 will gain access directly from Rockpine Lane, a 44-
foot wide dedicated street.

11. The project site is zoned R-1-10,000.

12. Areas in all directions are zoned R-1-10,000, and R-1-7,500 (Single-Family
Residential- 7,500 Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area) also exists to the

west of the subject property.

13. The subject property currently has one existingssi
swimming pool, each to remain. It is surround
all directions, with the Shields Canyon Deb
west of the subject property.

amily residence and a

14. The applicant is requesting a Variang
net lot area of 10,000 square feet in t
and 2. Single-family residences are perr
to Section 22.20.070 of the

(Low Density Residential-

15. The subject property is locat
egory of the Los Angeles

One to Six Dwelling Units Pe
Countywide Gen

-on the subject property. The

greater than 25 percent, and the project
its, which is above the midpoint threshold
roject is subject to Hillside Management
General Plan.

of two dwelli
performance

A6 o .and..2..-have..an..elevation. sloping....downwa.r.d.,...towards...... e e

each have building pad areas that use “terraced”
ng hillside. The project site is designated as urban
and aminimum of 25 percent (7,025 square feet) of open
e project provides 61 percent (17,377 square feet) of open

area of each residential parcel.

17. Public correspondence was received (four letters, a petition with 57 signatures,
one e-mail, two phone calls and one meeting) from nearby residents, all in
opposition to the proposed project except for the e-mail correspondent, who had
questions regarding front yard setbacks.

The opposing residents were concerned with the possible impacts of the project,
to include traffic, hillside disturbance, drainage, slope stability and aesthetic



CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 2005-00151-(5) Page 3 of 5
DRAFT FINDINGS

views. Two residents stated that they were previously “assured” that no future
development would take place on the slope occupying the applicant’s property
along Rockpine Lane. The same residents also mentioned the denial of the
applicant’s previous subdivision request, and the current CC&Rs in force for the
underlying Tract Map No. 21972.

18. On May 21, 2008 the Commission heard a presentation from staff as well as
testimony from the applicant and the public. The appli ~confirmed that he had
reviewed the staff report and conditions recomm by staff and concurred
with all conditions of approval.

19. Testimony was taken from persons who
regarding the project.

20. On May 21, 2008 the Commission cel
other testifiers, closed the public hearin

21.

roject in accordance with the
EQA”), the State CEQA Guidelines, and

g procedures and guidelines of Los Angeles
ed to not have a significant effect on the

22.

proval as well as the conditions of approval for

zoning practice. Compliance with the conditions of
approval e compatibility with surrounding land uses and consistency
with all applicable General Plan policies.

25. The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of
proceedings upon which the Commission’s decision is based in this matter is the
Department of Regional Planning (“Regional Planning”), 13th Floor, Hall of
Records, 320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The

is..conditioned. on.the. permittee’s..compliance .with the..............
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custodian of such documents and materials shail be the Section Head of the
Land Divisions Section, Regional Planning.

BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

CONCLUDES:
A. That the proposed use with the attached conditions and restrictions will be
consistent with the adopted General Plan;
B. With the attached conditions and restrictions, t e requested use at the
proposed location will not adversely affect the h ce, comfort, or welfare
= Will not be materially
ity of other persons
C.
order to integrate said use wit
D.

That the proposed
width and improyv

compatible with the natural, biotic, cultural, scenic
the area;

Limposing undue costs on the total community, and is consistent
es and policies of the General Plan: and

That the proposed development demonstrates creative and imaginative design,
resulting in a visual quality that will complement community character and benefit
current and future community residents:
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THEREFORE, THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION:

1. Adopts the Negative Declaration and certifies that the environmental
determination has been completed in compliance with CEQA and the State and
County guidelines related thereto.

2. Approves Conditional Use Permit Case No. 2005-0f
attached conditions.




DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 2005-00151-(5)  Exhibit “A” Date: 11-20-07

DRAFT CONDITIONS:

1. Conform to the requirements of Title 21 of the Los Angeles County Code (“County
Code”) and the requirements of the R-1-10,000 (Single-Family Residential-10,000
Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area) zone, except as. modified by Variance
Case No. 2007-00011-(5). Also comply with Tentative P Map No. 063010 and
the requirements of the La Crescenta-Montrose Cg ity Standards District
(*CSD").

2. This grant authorizes the use of the subject ptopel
three new single-family parcels in the R-1-1 ’
exhibit map marked Exhibit “A” (dated N
Exhibit “A”, subject to all of the following

3. This grant shall not be effective for any purp
the subject property if other thahsth
Angeles County Department
affidavit stating that they are aw
grant and that the conditions ha
and until all required monies have

person violating a provision of this grant is guilty of a

ssion”) or Los Angeles County Hearing Officer
after conducting a public hearing, revoke or modify this
conditions have been violated or that this grant has been
detrimental to the public health or safety or so as to be a

exercised s
nuisance.

7. The property owner or permittee shall record the terms and conditions of the grantin
the office of the Los Angeles County Recorder. In addition, upon any transfer or
lease of the subject property during the term of this grant, the permittee shall
promptly provide a copy of the grant and its terms and conditions to the transferee
or lessee of the subject property.

8. Upon completion of the appeal period, remit processing fees of $1,926.75 payable
to the County of Los Angeles in connection with the filing and posting of a Notice of

yer.-given--that- the ,,Los._.._A.ngeles.... Cou nt,yv..._Regjonal............ e



)

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 2005-00151-(5) Page 2 of 6
Draft Conditions

Determination in compliance with Section 21152 of the California Public Resources
Code and Section 711 of the California Fish and Game Code to defray the costs of
fish and wildlife protection and management incurred by the California Department
of Fish and Game. No project subject to this requirement is final, vested or
operative until the fee is paid.

9. The subject property shall be developed and maintained in full compliance with the
conditions of this grant, and any law, statute, ordinanee or other regulation
applicable to any development or activity on the subje perty. Failure of the
permittee to cease any development or activity not i I! compliance shall be a
violation of these conditions.

10.1f inspections are required to ensure compliang
if any inspection discloses that the prope!
condition of this grant, the permlttee :
reimburse Regional Planning for all i
necessary to bring the subject property in
to ensure compliance with the conditions
development in accordance wit
charged for inspections shall b
payment (currently $150.00 per ir

11.The permittee sha
offcers and empl

ck, set aside, void or annul this permit
applicable time period of Government
e limitation period. The County shall
ceeding.

Code Section 658
notify the permitt

ction, or proceedlng as described above is filed against

pense involved in the department's cooperation in
.but not limited to, depositions, testimony, and other
ee or permittee's counsel. The permittee shall also pay the
I deposits, from which actual costs shall be billed and

deducted:

a. If during the litigation process, actual costs incurred reach 80 percent of
the amount on deposit, the permittee shall deposit additional funds
sufficient to bring the balance up to the amount of the initial deposit.
There is no limit to the number of supplemental deposits that may be
required prior to completion of the litigation; and

b. At the sole discretion of the permittee, the amount of an initial or
supplemental deposit may exceed the minimum amounts defined herein.

A wnthm ten days of the f|||ng pay Reglonal Plannmg an
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The cost for collection and duplication of records and other related documents will
be paid by the permittee in accordance with County Code Section 2.170.010.

13.This grant shall expire unless used within two years after the recordation of a final
map for Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010. In the event that Tentative Parcel Map
No. 063010 should expire without the recordation of a final map, this grant shall
“terminate upon the expiration of the tentative map. Entitlement to the use of the
property thereafter shall be subject to the regulations then: ect.

14.The subject property shall be graded, developed intained in substantial
compliance with the approved tentative parcel ma

15.All development shall comply with the r
the specific zoning of the subject p
Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 and
specifically modified by this grant, as set g
approved Exhibit “A,” or a reviséd-Exhibit “A” a
Planning (“Director of Planning’

ese conditions, including the
ed by the Director of Regional

16.The development of the subject pt conf rm the conditions approved
for Tentative Parce ’

ed Exhibit “A”, to include conformance with the

authorized or of Regional Planning.
20.Prior to the issuance of any grading and/or building permit, three copies of a
landscape plan which may be incorporated into a revised site plan, shall be
submitted and approved by the Director of Regional Planning as required by
Conditional Use Permit Case No. 2005-00151-(5).

~21.Provide slope planting and an irrigation system in accordance with the Grading
Ordinance. Include conditions in the project’s Conditions, Covenants, and
Restrictions (“CC&Rs") or maintenance agreement which would require continued
maintenance of the plantings for lots having planted slopes. In addition,
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demonstrate that the proposed retaining walls will be permanently screened from
view through the use of plant materials and landscaping, to be enforced by the
CC&Rs/maintenance agreement. Prior to final map approval, submit a copy of the
draft document to be recorded to Regional Planning.

22 Al utilities shall be placed underground.

sion of Building and
(“Public Works”).

23.All structures shall comply with the requirements of th
Safety of the Los Angeles County Department of Public V¥

; terlal shall be prohibited
perty owners have

24 _Detonation of explosives or any other blasting devi
unless all required permits have been obtained and adjacent
been notified.

> ;_)roperty and appu:,

nant activities,
ay, between

25.All grading and construction on the subj
including engine warm-up, shall be rest
7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and Saturda
Sunday or holiday operations are permitted.

26.The permittee shall implem
construction to the satisfaction o
Works.

27.The permittee s

28.No constructlon
public or

31.All structures, walls and fences open to public view shall remain free of extraneous
markings, drawings, or signage. These shall include any of the above that do not
directly relate to the use of the premises or that do not provide pertinent information
about said premises. The only exceptions shall be seasonal decorations or signage
provided under the auspices of a civic or non-profit organization:.

32.In the event such extraneous markings occur, the permittee shall remove or cover
said markings, drawings, or signage within 24 hours of such occurrence, weather
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permitting. Paint utilized in covering such markings shall be of a color that matches,
as closely as possible, the color of the adjacent surfaces.

33.The permittee shall utilize water-saving devices and technology in the construction
of this project consistent with Los Angeles County Building and Plumbing Codes.

34.The property shall be developed and maintained in compliance with all applicable
requirements of the Los Angeles County Department ofzPublic Health (“Public
Health”). Adequate water and sewage facilities shall be ed to the satisfaction
of said department.

provided to the satisfaction of and wit
Department.

g permit, a site plan shall be
| Planning indicating that the

36.Prior to the issuance of any
submitted to and approved by
proposed construction and/or ass
grant and the provisions of the C

Ze/coverage of the materials at anticipated
caping shall be maintained in a neat, clean, and healthful
ning, weeding, removal of litter, fertilizing and

and approval by the Director of Regional Planning, the

‘ e reviewed by the staff biologist of Regional Planning and by

the Los Angelé unty Fire Department (“Fire Department”). Their review will

include an eva on of the balance of structural diversity (e.g. trees, shrubs and

groundcover) that could be expected 18 months after planting in compliance with fire

safety requirements. The landscaping plan shall be maintained in compliance with
the approved landscaping plans.

landscaping*

The landscaping plan must show that at least 50 percent of the area covered by
landscaping will be locally indigenous species, including not only trees, but shrubs
and ground cover as well. However, if the applicant can prove to the satisfaction of
staff that a 50 percent or more locally indigenous species is not possible due to

cessary. To the maximum extent feasible, drip
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County fire safety requirements, then staff may determine that a lower percentage of
such planting is required. In those areas where staff approves a reduction to less
than 50 percent locally indigenous vegetation, the amount of such planting required
shall be at least 30 percent. The landscaping shall include trees, shrubs and/or
ground cover at a mixture and density determined by staff and the fire department.
Fire retardant plants shall be given first consideration.

igenous to the local
Fire retardant and
quired 50 percent such

Permitted Plantings. Trees, shrubs and/or ground cover,
region shall be used for the required 50 percent landsg
locally indigenous plants that may also be used for
landscaplng can be found on the attached list (m €

lding permits for any:
" phasing plan for

applicant shali submlt a landscapin
associated with that construction to be
phasing plan shall establish the timing an
including required plantings within six mo
subsequent 18 months.

planting of new trees, shrubs a
months following o

such time to confirm completion in
plan. In the event that some plants have
- of review, staff may require replacement planting as
on in accordance with such plan.
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 063010

The Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission (“Commission”) conducted
a duly noticed public hearing in the matter of Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 on
May 21, 2008. Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 was heard concurrently with
Conditional Use Permit Case No. 2005-00151-(5) and fance Case No. 2007-
00011-(5).

Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 is a request to
(including one flag lot) on 0.73 gross acres.

Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5) is
minimum required net lot area in the R
Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Ar
parcels (7,750 net square feet provided fo

. less than the
ential- 10,000

151 -(5) is required to ensure
review criteria, pursuant to

reater and is within an urban land use
(“General Plan”). A CUP is required for
oposed exceed the midpoint threshold of

exhibits natural
category of th

pproximately 0.73 gross acres (0.65 net acres) in size. It
ply-sloping) topography, with 0.22 acres within zero to 25
es within 25 to 50 percent slopes, and 0.47 acres within

The project proposes 2,114 cubic yards of cut and 156 cubic yards of fill grading,
with 1,958 cubic yards of offsite export.
There are no Oak trees existing on the subject site.

Parcel No. 3 as depicted on the tentative map is a flag lot gaining access via a 16-
foot wide private driveway from Willowhaven Drive, a 46-foot wide dedicated street.
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1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

17.

Parcels 1 and 2 will gain access directly from Rockpine Lane, a 44-foot wide
dedicated street.

The project site is zoned R-1-10,000.

Areas in all directions are zoned R-1-10,000, and R-1-7,500 (Single-Family
Residential- 7,500 Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area), also exists to the west
of the subject property.

The subject property currently has one existing mily residence and a

swimming pool, each to remain. It is surrounde
directions, with the Shields Canyon Debris Bas
of the subject property.

The applicant is requesting a Variance fi
lot area of 10,000 square feet in the R-1=
and 2. Single-family residences are permitt
22.20.070 of the County Code. =

The subject property is located
to Six Dwelling Units Per Acre) La
General Plan (“Gen
maximum of four_ g

erty. The subject property
cent, and the project proposes a density
midpoint threshold of two dwelling units.
fe Management performance criteria as

h have building pad areas that use “terraced” grading

Retaining walls higher than six feet will be used
etbacks in order to protect the terraced grading
lls will be screened with plant materials and landscaping in
Il aesthetic impacts of the development. The project site is
designated side development, and a minimum of 25 percent (7,025
square feet) pace is required. The project provides 61 percent (17,377
square feet) of open space consisting of deed-restricted landscaped and natural
undisturbed area within the private yard area of each residential parcel.

Public correspondence was received (ten letters, a petition with 57 signatures, one
e-mail, two phone calls and one meeting) from nearby residents, all in opposition to
the proposed project except for the e-mail correspondent, who had guestions
regarding front yard setbacks.
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

The opposing residents were concerned with the possible impacts of the project, to
include traffic, hillside stability, drainage, open space, haul route and aesthetic
views. Two residents stated that they were previously “assured” that no future
development would take place on the slope occupying the applicant’s property along
Rockpine Lane. The same residents also mentioned the denial of the applicant's
previous subdivision request, and the current CC&Rs in force for the underlying
Tract Map No. 21972.

On May 21, 2008 the Commission heard a pre from staff as well as

testimony from the applicant and the public. The:
all conditions of approval.

Testimony was taken from persons
regarding the project.

On May 21, 2008 the Commissi
other testifiers, closed the put
approved Tentative Parce!l Map

The Commission fi
resources. There
Game fees pursu

ornia Department of Fish and
ish and Game Code.

or the project in accordance with the
), the State CEQA Guidelines, and the
ures and guidelines of Los Angeles

A Negative Decl
California Enviro

nditioned on the permittee’s compliance with the
proval as well as the conditions of approval for Conditional
5-00151-(5) and Variance Case No. 2005-00062-(5).

‘has demonstrated the suitability of the subject property for the
proposed use. E ablishment of the proposed use at such location is in conformity
with good zoning practice. Compliance with the conditions of approval will ensure
compatibility with surrounding land uses and consistency with all applicable General
Plan policies.

een.determined. to- -not-have-a-significant-effect-on -the - -
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25.The project design is required to comply with the standards of the R-1 zone. Single-
family residences are permitted in the R-1 zone pursuant to Section 22.20.070 of the

County Code.

26.The proposed subdivision and the provisions for its design and improvement are
consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan.

elopment proposed,
served by public sewer

27.The site is physically suitable for the density and type .
since it has access to a County-maintained street and
and public water supplies to meet anticipated needs.:

avoidable injury to fish or
ocated in a Significant Ecological
gh value riparian habitat.

substantial environmental damage or sub
wildlife or their habitat. The subje:

complete exercise of public entity and/or
s within this map, since the design and

rvice needs of local residents and available fiscal and

environmenta ces when the project was determined to be consistent with the

Plan.

34.An Initial Study was prepared for this project in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et. seq.)
(“CEQA”), the State CEQA Guidelines, and the Environmental Document Reporting
Procedures and Guidelines of the County of Los Angeles. The Initial Study identified
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no significant effects on the environment. Based on the Initial Study, a Negative
Declaration has been prepared for this project.

35.After consideration of the attached Negative Declaration together with any
comments received during the public review process, the Commission finds on the
basis of the whole record before the Commission that there is no substantial
evidence the project as revised will have a significant effect on the environment,
finds the Negative Declaration reflects the independent ju t and analysis of the
Commission, and adopts the Negative Declaration.

36. This project does not have “no effect” on fish and4
project is not exempt from California Departme

proceedings upon which the Planning Co
is the Los Angeles County Department o
Records, 320 West Temple Str
such documents and material
Section, Regional Planning.

Planning, 13" Floor, Hall of
ornia 90012. The custodian of
Head of the Land Divisions



DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING
TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 063010 Map Date: 11-20-07

DRAFT CONDITIONS:

1. Conform to the requirements of Title 21 of the Los Angeles County Code (“County
Code”) and the requirements of the R-1-10,000 (Single-Family Residential-10,000
Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area) zone, except as modified by Variance
Case No. 2007-00011-(5). Also comply with Conditional Us Permit Case No. 2005-
00151-(5) and the requirements of the La Cresce ontrose Community
Standards District (“CSD”).

2. Except as otherwise specified by Variance ’L_
Conditional Use Permit Case No. 2005-0
requirements of the R-1-10,000 zone.

3. Submit evidence that the conditions of
2005-00151-(5) have been recorded.

Is except flag lot Parcel No. 3.
3 on the tentative map.

be preserved on the subject property.
geles County Regional Planning (“Regional
orto final map approval. In addition, depict the area to be

les County Department of Public Works (“Public
Submit a copy of the recorded easement to

8. Provide slopt “and an irrigation system in accordance with the Grading
Ordinance. language in the project's Conditions, Covenants and
Restrictions (“CC&Rs”) which would require continued maintenance of the plantings
for lots having planted slopes. Prior to final map approval, submit a copy of the draft
document to be recorded to Regional Planning.

9. No grading permit shall be issued prior the recordation of a final map, unless the
Director of Regional Planning determines that the proposed grading conforms to the
conditions of this grant and the conditions of Conditional Use Permit Case No. 2005-

00151-(5)

Restricted-Use Area- Open- Space” -on-the final-map-to- -
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10.Prior to the issuance of any grading and/or building permit, three copies of a
landscape plan which may be incorporated into a revised site plan, shall be
submitted and approved by the Director as required by Conditional Use Permit Case
No. 2005-00151-(5).

11.Per Section 21.32.195 of the County Code, plant or cause to be planted at least one
tree of a non-invasive species within the front yard of each residential lot. The
location and the species of said trees shall be incorporated into a site plan or
landscape plan. Prior to final map approval, the sit scaping plan shall be
approved by the Director of Regional Planning and ond shall be posted with
Public Works or other verification shall be submitte >:satisfaction of Regional
Planning to ensure the planting of the required tr

12.Upon completion of the appeal period, remit
the County of Los Angeles in connectioni

of Fish and Game. No projee
operative until the fee is paid.

oid or annul this parcel map
whether legislative or quasi-judicial, which
period of Government Code Section
iod. The County shall promptly notify the

ion, or proceeding as described above is filed against
rithin 10 days of the filing pay Regional Planning an
hich actual costs shall be billed and deducted for the

limited to, depositions, testimony, and other assistance to
r's counsel. The subdivider shall also pay the following
om which actual costs shall be billed and deducted:

a. If during the litigation process, actual costs incurred reach 80 percent of the
amount on deposit, the subdivider shall deposit additional fund to bring the
balance up to the amount of the initial deposit. There is no limit to the
number of supplemental deposits that may be required prior to completion of
the litigation.

b. At the sole discretion of the subdivider, the amount of an initial or
supplemental deposit may exceed the minimum amounts defined herein.
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The cost for collection and duplication of records and other related documents will be
paid by subdivider according to Section 2.170.010 of the County Code.

Except as modified herein above, this approval is subject to all those conditions set
forth in Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5), Conditional Use Permit Case No. 2005-
00151-(5) and the attached reports recommended by the Subdivision Committee, which
consists of the Departments of Regional Planning, Public Works, Fire, Parks and
Recreation, and Public Health.




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION — SUBDIVISION
PARCEL MAP NO. 063010 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATE 11-20-2007

EXHIBIT MAP DATE 11-20-2007

The following reports consisting of 9 pages are the recommendations of Public Works.

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

1.

Details and notes shown on the tentative map are not necessarily approved. Any
details or notes which may be inconsistent with requirements of ordinances, general
conditions of approval, or Department policies must be specifically approved in
other conditions, or ordinance requirements are modified to those shown on the

tentative map upon approval by the Advisory agency.

Easements are tentatively required, subject to review by the Director of
Public Works to determine the final locations and requirements.

Easements shall not be granted or recorded within areas proposed to be granted,
dedicated, or offered for dedication for public streets, highways, access rights,
building restriction rights, or other easements until after the final map is filed with the
Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk’s Office. If easements are granted after the date
of tentative approval, a subordination must be executed by the easement holder

prior to the filing of the final map.

in lieu of establishing the final specific locations of structures on each lot/parcel at
this time, the owner, at the time of issuance of a grading or building permit, agrees
to develop the property in conformance with the County Code and other appropriate

__ordinances. such_as_the Building Code, Plumbing Code, Grading Ordinance,

Highway Permit Ordinance, Mechanical Code, Zoning Ordinance, Undergrounding
of Utilities Ordinance, Water Ordinance, Sanitary Sewer and Industrial Waste
Ordinance, Electrical Code, and Fire Code. Improvements and other requirements
may be imposed pursuant to such codes and ordinances.

All easements existing at the time of final map approval must be accounted for on
the approved tentative map. This includes the location, owner, purpose, and
recording reference for all existing easements. If an easement is blanket or
indeterminate in nature, a statement to that effect must be shown on the tentative
map in lieu of its location. If all easements have not been accounted for, submit a
corrected tentative map to the Department of Regional Planning for approval.

Adjust, relocate, and/or eliminate lot lines, lots, streets, easements, grading,
geotechnical protective devices, and/or physical improvements to comply with
ordinances, policies, and standards in effect at the date the County determined the
application to be complete all to the satisfaction of Public Works.



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

Page 2/2

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION — SUBDIVISION
PARCEL MAP NO. 063010 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATE 11-20-2007

10.

11.

EXHIBIT MAP DATE 11-20-2007

Quitclaim or relocate easements running through proposed structures.

A final parcel map must be processed through the Director of Public Works prior to
being filed with the Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk’s Office.

Prior to submitting the parcel map to the Director of Public Works for examination
pursuant to Section 66450 of the Government Code, obtain clearances from all
affected Departments and Divisions, inciuding a clearance from the Subdivision
Mapping Section of the Land Development Division of Public Works for the following
mapping items; mathematical accuracy; survey analysis; and correciness of

certificates, signatures, etc.

If signatures of record title interests appear on the final map, a preliminary
guarantee is needed. A final guarantee will be required. If said signatures do not
appear on the final map, a title report/guarantee is needed showing all fee owners
and interest holders and this account must remain open until the final parcel map is
filed with the Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk's Office.

Within 30 days of the approval date of this land use entitlement or at the time of first
plan check submittal, the applicant shall deposit the sum of $2,000 (Minor Land
Divisions) or $5,000 (Major Land Divisions) with Public Works to defray the cost of
verifying conditions of approval for the purpose of issuing final map clearances.
This deposit will cover the actual cost of reviewing conditions of approval for
Conditional Use Permits, Tentative Tract and Parcel Maps, Vesting Tentative Tract
and Parcel Maps, Oak Tree Permits, Specific Plans, General Plan Amendments,
Zone Changes, CEQA Mitigation Monitoring Programs and Regulatory Permits from
State and Federal Agencies (Fish and Game, USF&W, Army Corps, RWQCB, etc.)
as they relate to the various plan check activities and improvement plan designs. In
addition, this deposit will be used to conduct site field reviews and attend meetings
requested by the applicant and/or his agents for the purpose of resolving technical
issues on condition compliance as they relate to improvement plan design,
engineering studies, highway alignment studies and tract/parcel map boundary, title
and easement issues. When 80% of the deposit is expended, the applicant will be
required to provide additional funds to restore the initial deposit. Remaining
balances in the deposit account will be refunded upon final map recordation.

Prepared by Conrad M. Green Phone _(626) 458-4917 Date Rev. 03-13-2008

pm63010L-reva(revd 03=13=08).doc




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

800 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331
WWW.LADPW.ORG

PARCEL MAP NO: 83010 EXHIBIT MAP DATED: 3/12/07

DRAINAGE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, PHONE: (626) 458-4921

Prior to Improvement Plans Approval:

1.  Contact the State Water Resources Control Board to determine if a Notice of Intent (NOI) and a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) are required to meet National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) construction requirements for this site.

2. Comply with the requirements of the Drainage Concept/SUSMP/Hydrology Study which was
approved on 7/17/06.

N éEz A
- Name 62&”\7 A Date _03/13/2008 _ Phone (626) 458-4921

v CHRIS/SHEPPARD




Sheet 1 of 1 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works DISTRIBUTION

GEOTECHNICAL AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING DIVISION __ Geologist
GEOLOGIC REVIEW SHEET _1 Soils Engineer
900 So. Fremont Ave., Alhambra, CA 91803 1 GMED File
TEL. (626) 458-4925 _1 Subdivision

TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP 63010 TENTATIVE MAP DATED 11/20/07 (Revision)
SUBDIVIDER Rogic : LOCATION La Crescenta
ENGINEER Peckovich GRADING BY SUBDIVIDER [Y] (Y or N) 2,270 yds.”
GEOLOGIST Merrill REPORT DATE 10/10/06, 6/18/06
SOILS ENGINEER Rolston " REPORT DATE 9/23/08, 4/4/05

TENTATIVE MAP FEASIBILITY 1S RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL FROM A GEOLOGIC STANDPOINT

THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION IS APPLICABLE TO THIS DIVISION OF LAND:

) The Final Map does not need to be reviewed by GMED.

. Geology and/or soils engineering reports may be required prior to approvai of building or grading plans.

. The Soils Engineering review dated } Z 3 04 _is attached.

Reviewed by Date 1/2/08

Prepared by

Charles Nestle

P\Gmepub\Geology Review\Forms\Form02.doc
11/28/06



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
GEOTECHNICAL AND MATERIALS ENGINEERING DIVISION

SOILS ENGINEERING REVIEW SHEET
District Office 5.0

Address: 900 S. Fremont Ave., Alhambra, CA 91803
Telephone: (626) 458-4925 PCA . 1X001129
Fax: (626) 458-4913 Sheet 1 0f 1

DISTRIBUTION:

____ Drainage
Tentative Parcel Map 63010 ___ Grading
Location Rock Pine Lane, La Crescenta ___Central File
Developer/Owner Rogic ____ District Engineer
Engineer/Architect Peckovich ____ Geologist
Soils Engineer Jack W. Ralslon ___ Soils Engineer
Geologist John Merrill ____Engineer/Architect
Review of:

Revised Tentative Parcel Map and Exhibit “A” Dated by Regional Planning 11/20/07

Soils Engineering Addenda Dated 9/23/086, 4/4/05
Additional Soils Engineering Report by Foundation Engineering Co., Inc. Dated 1/31/86

Geologic Report and Addendum Daled 10/10/06, 6/19/06
Previous Review Sheet Dated 4/2/07
ACTION:

Tentative Map feasibility is recommended for approval, subject to candition below:

REMARKS:
At grading plan stage, submit two sets of grading plans to the Sails Section for verification of compliance with County codes and

policies.

o

Prepared by MQ/) W Reviewed by o é[’ R Date  1/3/08
my Wan

Lukas Przybylo 7 Jet

Please complete a Customer Service Survey 2t http://dpw.lacounty.gov/go/gmedsurvey.
NOTICE: Public safety, relative to geotechnical subsurface exploralion, shall be provided in accordance with current codes for excavations, inclusive of

the Los Angeles County Code, Chapter 11.48, and the State of California, Title 8, Construction Safety Orders.
? \gmepublSails ReviewiLukas\Siles\PM-63010, 2731 Rock Pine Lane. La Crescenta. TPM-A_S..



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/1

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION — GRADING
PARCEL MAP NO. 063010 TENTATIVE MAP DATED 11-20-2007
EXHIBIT MAP DATED 11-20-2007

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works,
in particular, but not limited to the following items:

REQUIREMENTS PRIOR TO GRADING PLAN APPROVAL:

1. Prior to approval of any grading plan, notarized covenants, in a form approved by
Public Works, shall be obtained from all impacted offsite property owners, as
determined by Public Works, and shall be recorded by the applicant. The number
of offsite covenants will be determined by Public Works based on proposed off-site
grading work which must be prepared by the applicant's consultants and submitted
to Public Works for review and approval, in a format acceptable to Public Works.
By acceptance of this condition, the applicant acknowledges and agrees that this
condition does not require or otherwise involve the construction or installation of an
offsite improvement, and that the offsite covenants referenced above do not
constitute an offsite easement, license, title or interest in favor of the County.
Therefore, the applicant acknowledges and agrees that the provisions of
Government Code Section 66462.5 do not apply to this condition and that the
County shall have no duty or obligation to acquire by negotiation or by eminent
domain any land or any interest in any land in connection with this condition.

2. Provide landscaping plans per grading ordinance (Section 3316.3 of chapter 33, of
LACO Building Code).

3. Submit the following agency approvals:

a. Provide soil/geology approval of the grading plan by the Geotechnical & Materials
Engineering Division (GMED).

REQUIREMENTS PRIOR TO FINAL MAP RECORDATION:

4. Submit a grading plan for approval. The grading plans must show and call out the
construction of at least all drainage devices and details, paved driveways, elevation
and drainage of all pads, and the SUSMP devices if applicable. The applicant is
required to show and call out all existing easements on the grading plan and obtain:

the easement holder approvals.

5. A maintenance agreement may be required for privately maintained drainage
devices.

\rﬁame § 2,3 Z /Zr/(/ Date ;‘/7/04" Phone (626) 458-4921




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/1

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - ROAD

PARCEL MAP NO. 63010 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED 11-20-2007
-EXHIBIT MAP DATED 11-20-2007

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

1. Permission is granted to maintain the existing 46 feet of right of way on
Willowhaven Drive and 44 feet of right of way on Rockpine Lane due to title
limitations.

2. Construct driveway entrances along the property frontage on Rockpine Lane to the

satisfaction of Public Works.

3. If a perimeter fence (CMU or wood) is proposed adjacent to the driveway for parcel
3, the proposed perimeter fence shall be depressed to 3 feet or less within 10 feet

from the right of way to provide line of sight.

4, Repair any broken or damaged curb, gutter, driveway apron, sidewalk, and
pavement along the property frontage on Willowhaven Drive and Rockpine Lane to

the satisfaction of Public Works.

5. Reconstruct any parkway improvements (driveways and landings, etc.) that either
serve or form a part of a Pedestrian Access Route to meet current Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements to the satisfaction of Public Works.

6. Install postal delivery receptacles in groups to serve two or more residential parcels.

7. Prior to final map approval, enter into an agreement with the County franchised
cable TV operator (if an area is served) to permit the installation of cable in a
common utility trench to the satisfaction of Public Works; or provide documentation
that steps to provide cable TV to the proposed subdivision have been initiated to the

satisfaction of Public Works.

i
"Prepared by Allan Chan Phone (626) 458-4921 Date Rev. 03-13-2008

pm63010r-rev3(rev'd 03-13-08).doc




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES Page 1/1

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS _

LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - SEWER

PARCEL MAP NO. 063010 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED 11-20-2007
EXHIBIT MAP DATED 11-20-2007

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

. Submit a statement from Crescenta Valley Water District indicating that financial
arrangements have been made, and that the sewer system will be operated by
Crescenta Valley Water District.

-+
Prepared by_Imelda Ng Phone_(626) 458-4921 Date Rev. 03-13-2008

pm63010-rev-3(rev'd 03-13-08).doc




DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
LAND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION - WATER

PARCEL MAP NO. 63010 (Rev.) TENTATIVE MAP DATED 11-20-2007
EXHIBIT MAP DATE 11-20-2007

The subdivision shall conform to the design standards and policies of Public Works, in
particular, but not limited to the following items:

1. A water system maintained by the water purveyor, with appurtenant facilities to
serve all parcels in the land division, must be provided. The system shall include
fire hydrants of the type and location (both on-site and off-site) as determined by the
Fire Department. The water mains shall be sized to accommodate the total

domestic and fire flows.

2. There shall be filed with Public Works a statement from the water purveyor
indicating that the water system will be operated by the purveyor, and that under
normal conditions, the system will meet the requirements for the land division, and
that water service will be provided to each parcel.

—tt
Prepared by Lana Radle Phone (626) 458-4921 Date 01-07-2008

pm63010w-rev3.doc




Subdivision: P.M. 63010

C.U.P. T2005-00151
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(“8UNTY OFLOS ANGELES o | 00 - Jodi
FIRE DEPARTMENT

5823 Rickenbacker Road
Commerce, California 90040

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBDIVISION - UNINCORPORATED

Map Date  November 20, 2007

Map Grid  3855C

FIRE DEPARTMENT HOLD on the tentative map shall remain until verification from the Los Angeles County Fire Dept.
Planning Section is received, stating adequacy of service. Contact (323) 881-2404.

Access shall comply with Title 21 (County of Los Angeles Subdivision Code) and Section 902 of the Fire Code, which requires all

weather access. All weather access may require paving,

Fire Department access shall be extended to within 150 feet distance of any exterior portion of all structures.

Where driveways extend further than 150 feet and are of single access design, turnarounds suitable for fire prot.ectiion equipment use
shall be provided and shown on the final map. Tumarounds shall be designed, constructed and maintained to insure their integrity
for Fire Department use. Where topography dictates, tumnarounds shall be provided for driveways that extend over 150 feet in

length.
The private driveways shall be indicated on the final map as “Private Driveway and Firelane™ with the widths clearly depicted.
Driveways shall be maintained in accordance with the Fire Code.

Vehicular access must be provided and maintained serviceable throughout construction to all required fire hydrants. Al required
fire hydrants shall be installed, tested and accepted prior to construction.

This property is located within the area described by the Fire Department as “Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone” (formerly
Fire Zone 4). A “Fuel Modification Plan” shall be submitted and approved prior to final map clearance. (Contact: Fuel
Modification Unit, Fire Station #32, 605 North Angeleno Avenue, Azusa, CA 91702-2904, Phone (626) 969-5205 for details).

Provide Fire Department or City approved street signs and building access numbers prior to occupancy.
Additional fire protection systems shall be installed in lieu of suitable access and/or fire protection water.

The final concept map, which has been submitted to this department for review, has fulfilled the conditions of approval
recommended by this department for access only.

These conditions must be secured by a C.U.P. and/or Covenant and Agreement approved by the County of Los Angeles Fire

Department prior to final map clearance.

The Fire Department has no additional requirements for this division of land.

In lieu of the required 20' wide access driveway to Parcel 3, residential fire sprinklers are required. Submit a

Comuments:
Covenant and Apreement to our office prior to Final Map clearance. The Tentative Map is cleared for public

By Inspector: _ Juu C Padillef 1

hearing.
Date January 16, 2008

il
Land Development Unit - Fire Prevention Division — (323) 890-4243, Fax (323) 890-9783
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' UNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT

5823 Rickenbacker Road
Commerce, California 90040

WATER SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS - UNINCORPORATED

Tentative Map Date _November 20, 2007

Subdivision No. _P.M. 63010

Revised Report _Yes

re Warden is prohibited from setting requirements for water mains, fire hydrants and fire flows as a

] The County Forester and Fi
s division of land as presently zoned and/or submitted. However, water requirements may be necessary

condition of approval for thi
at the time of building permit issuance.

s at this location is gallons per minute at 20 psi for a duration of __ hours, over

O The required fire flow for public fire hydrant
__ Hydrant(s) flowing simultaneously may be used to achieve the required fire flow.

and above maximum daily domestic demand.

OJ The required fire flow for private on-site hydrants is gallons per minute at 20 psi. Each private on-site hydrant must be
" capable of flowing gallons per minute at 20 psi with two hydrants flowing simultaneously, one of which must be the
furthest from the public walter source.

O " Fire hydrant requirements are as follows:

Install public fire hydrant(s). Verify / Upgrade existing public fire hydrant(s).

Install private on-site fire hydrant(s).

nts shall measure 67 4"x 2-1/2" brass or bronze, conforming to current AWWA standard C503 or approved equal. All

t] All hydra
d a minimum of 25' feet from a structure or protected by a two (2) hour rated firewall.

on-site hydrants shall be installe
[[] Location: As per map on file with the office.

[] Other location:

All required fire hydrants shall be installed, tested and accepted or bonded for prior to Final Map approval. Vehicular access shall

be provided and maintained serviceable throughout construction.

The County of Los Angeles Fire Department is not setting requirements for water mains, fire hydrants and fire flows as a

condition of approval for this division of land as presently zoned and/or submitted.

Additional water system requirements will be required when this land is further subdivided and/or during the building permit
process.
Hydrants and fire flows are adequate to meet current Fire Department requirements.

fire flow requirements. Submit original water availability form to our office.

UOXxX O 0O O

Upgrade not necessary, if existing hydrant(s) mee(s)

e per fire flow test conducied by Crescenta Valley Water District. Submit fire

All existing fire hydrants are adequal

Comments:
sprinkier plans for review and approval to our Fire Prevention Engineering Section Sprinkler Plan Unit prior to
building permit jssuance.
All hydrants shall be installed in conformance with Title 20, County of Los Angeles Government Code and County of Los Angeles Fire Code, or appropriate city regulations.
de minimum six-inch diameter mains. Arrangements 1o meel these requirements must be made with the water purveyor serving the area.

This shall inclu

Date January 16, 2008

3y Inspector _ Juan C. Paditls

Land Development Unit — Fire Prevention Division — (323) 890-4243, Fax (323) 890-9783



& LOS ANGELES COUNTY
ARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECR ION

PARK OBLIGATION REPORT

Report Date: 01/10/2008
Map Type:REV. (REV RECD)

DRP Map Date:11/20/2007 SCMDate: [/

Tentative Map #
Park Planning Area # 38 LA CRESCENTE / MONTROSE / UNIVERSAL CITY

Total Units [:jj = Proposed Units [jj + Exempt Units z‘

Sections 21.24.340, 21.24.350, 21.28.120, 21.28.130, and 21.28.140, the County of Los Angeles Code, Title 21, Subdivision
vide that the County will determine whether the development's park obligation is to be met by:

63010

TR

Cr e R

Ordinance pro
1) the dedication of land for public or private park purpose or,

' 2) the payment of in-lieu fees or,

3) the provision of amenities or any combination of the above.
n of how the park obligation will be satisfied will be based on the conditions of approval by the advisory

The specific determinatio
by the Department of Parks and Recreation.

agency as recommended

Park land obligation in acres or in-lieu fees:
ACRES: 0.02
IN-LIEU FEES: $7,467

Conditions of the map approval:

The park obligation for this development will be met by:
The payment of $7,467 in-lieu fees.

No trails.

Comments:
Proposed 3 single-family lots with credit for 1 existing house to remain, net density increase of 2 units.

Contacl Patrocenia T. Sobrepefia, Departmental Facilities Planner I, Depariment of Parks and Recreation, 510 South Vermont
California, 90020 at (213} 351-5120 for further inforrnation or an appointment to make an in-lieu fee payment.

Avenue, Los Angeles,
king and Equestrian Trail requirements contact Trail Coordinator at (213) 351-5135.

For information on Hi

4!
By: (‘ l ',, R/ A Supv D &t
P A January 10, 2008 14:40:4%
QMBO2F FRX

Jamesf"a'rber, DeJeloper Obligations/Land Acquisitions



[g LOS ANGELES COUNTY
ARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECR ON

PARK OBLIGATION WORKSHEET

Tentative Map # 63010 DRP Map Date: 11/20/2007 SMC Date: [ / Report Date: 01/10/2008
Park Planning Area # 38 LA CRESCENTE / MONTROSE / UNIVERSAL CITY Map Type:REV. (REV RECD)

The formuia for calculating the acreage obligation and or In-fieu fee is as follows:

(P)eople x (0.003) Goal x (U)nits = (X) acres obligation
(X} acres obligation x RLV/Acre = In-Lieu Base Fee

Where: P = Estimate of number of People per dwelling unit according to the type of dwelling unit as
determined by the 2000 U.S. Census®. Assume ” people for detached single-family residences;
Assume * people for attached single-family (townhouse) residences, two-family residences, and
apariment houses containing fewer than five dwelling units; Assume * people for apartment houses

containing five or more dwelling units; Assume ~ people for mobile homes.

The subdivision ordinance allows for the goal of 3.0 acres of park land for each 1,000 people

Goal = generated by the development. This goal is calculated as "0.0030" in the formula.
U= Total approved number of Dwelling Units.

X = Local park space obligation expressed in terms of acres.

RLV/Acre = Representztive Land Value per Acre by Park Planning Area.

R S XA X i §
DetachedS.F. Units |
M.F. < 5 Units
M.F. >= 5 Units 0.00
Mobile Units 0.00
Exempt Units
Total Acre Obligation = 0.02

ESCENTE / MONTROSE / UNIVERSAL CITY

Fark Planning Area = 38 LA CR

$373,374

None
Total Provided Acre Credit:

$373,374

Supv D 5th
January 10, 2008 14:40:53
QMBO1F.FRX



CoUNTY OF LOS ANGELEs‘

pulic Heaith

JONATHAN E. FIELDING, M.D., M.P.H.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Directar and Health Officer
. sloria'M\.:lim
JONATHAN FREEDMAN ;‘:- W:“g
Acting Ghief Deputy poacintheing
- Zav Yaroslavsky
Environmental Health 5 Third Distict
ANGELO BELLOMO, REHS Don K:u
Director of Envlronment‘al Heaith Fourth Disl:icl
Michael D. Antonovich
Fifth District

Bureau of Environmental Protection

Land Use Program
5050 Commerce Drive, Baldwin Park, CA 91706-1423

TEL (626)430-5380 - FAX (626)813-3016
www.lapublichealth.org/ehlprogslenvirp.htm

January 10, 2008

i

Parcel Map No. 063010

'
W b

Vicinity: La Crescenta

ard

Parcel Map Date: November 20, 2007 (3™ Revision)

* .

RFS No. 07-0032359

Department of Public Health has no objection to this subdivision and

The County Los Angeles
Tentative Parcel Map 063010 is cleared for public hearing. The following conditions still apply and are in
force:
1. Potable water will be supplied by the Crescenta Valley Water District, a public water system.
2. Sewage disposal will be provided through the public sewer and wastewater treatment facilities of the

Crescenta Valley Water District as proposed.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at (626) 430-5380.

Respectfully,

I

Program

Land Use'



STAFF USE ONLY
PROJECT NUMBER: PM063010
CASES: RENVT200500151
RCUPT200500151
RZCT200500013

***+ INITIAL STUDY ****

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING

GENERAL INFORMATION

ILA. Map Date: February 8, 2000 Staff Member: Rick Kuo

USGS Quad: Pasadena

Thomas Guide: 504-G5
Location: 2716 Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta, CA

Description of Project: The pro, osed project is an application for a Tentative Parcel Map to subdivide the

subject parcel for three single-family lots to build two single-family residences. Existing structures on project

site include a single-family residence, a swimming pool, and a wood deck. The wood deck is proposed 10 be

removed. Site access will be taken from Rockpine Lane and Willowhaven Drive. The applicant is requesting a

Zone Change from R-1-10000 to R-1-7500-DP and a Conditional Use Permit for development within a

Hillside Management area and within the proposed Development Program zone. The project requires 2,114

cy. of cut and 156 c.y. of fill. Forty truck trips with a capacity of 50 ¢.v. each will haul the excess 1,958 c.v.
of cut to the Scholl Canyon Landfill (per 2/8/06 Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010).

Gross Area: 30,800 sf°
Environmental Setting: The project site is located in the unincorporated Los Angeles County community of

La Crescenta-Montrose, and is bordered by Willowhaven Drive to the north and Rockpine Lane io the south.

Land uses within 500 feet consist of single-family residences. The project site coniains non-native vegelation

and steep slopes to the south.

Zoning: R-1-10000 (Single Family Residence)

General Plan: Category I - Low Density Residential

Community/Area Wide Plan: N/4

7/99



Major projects in area:

Project Number

Description & Status

2 sf lots with variance (Approved 9/29/04).

PM26538/VARO2-211
CP02-308 Addition of child care center to existing church (Approved 7/24/03).
OTP03-173 Removal of 3 oak trees (Approved 1/21/04).

2-story commercial/office center (Approved 8/31/05).

CUP/VAR04-037

NOTE: For EIRs, above projects are not sufficient for cumulative analysis.

Responsible Agencies

X} None

[] Regional Water
Control Board

[] Los Angeles Region

Quality

[ Lahontan Region
[] Coastal Commission

] Army Corps of Engineers

-

Trustee Agencies

X] None
~] State Fish and Game

"] State Parks

]
]

REVIEWING AGENCIES

Special Reviewing Agencies

None

Santa Monica Mountains
Conservancy

National Parks
National Forest

Edwards Air Force Base

DO0D0 Ox

Resource Conservation
District of the Santa Monica
Mins.

DO D0DOoOO0ooOoaog

Regional Significance

X None

[] SCAG Criteria
[] Air Quality

[] Water Resources

[C] Santa Monica Mtns Area
]

County Reviewing Agencies

" X} Subdivision Committee
[] DPW:
[7] Health Services:

]

7/99
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ANALYSIS SUMMARY (See individual pages for details)
MPACT ANALYSIS MATRIX Less than Significant Impact/No Impact
Less than Significant Impact with Project Mitigation

JATEGORY FACTOR Pg Potential Concern
IAZARDS 1. Geotechnical 5 E [___] ierra Madre Fault Zone

2. Flood 6 X ]

3. Fire 7 (X

4. Noise 8 Ok
ESOURCES 1. Water Quality o X IOJIE

2. Air Quality 10 RCTIE

3. Biota 11 X {[] | Potential bird nesting habitat

4. Cultural Resources 12 X 1[]

5. Mineral Resources 13 (X ] (&

6. Agriculture Resources 14 (X ] |E

7. Visual Qualities 15 O
ZRVICES 1. Traffic/Access 16 (X I |

2. Sewage Disposal 17 IX I

3. Education 18 (X |

4. Fire/Sheriff 19 X[ [E

5. Utilities 20 X1 | )
THER 1. General 21 (X O

2. Environmental Safety 22 IXK ]

3. Land Use 23 (X1 |

4. Pop./Hous./Emp./Rec. 24 I I

Mandatory Findings 25 X (1 |E

*

DEVELOPMENT MONITORING SYSTEM (DMS)
As required by the Los Angeles County General Plan, DMS shall be employed in the Initial Study phase of

the environmental review procedure as prescribed by state law.

Development Policy Map Designation: Conservation/maintenance

2. [] Yes[X] No Is the project located in the Antelope Valley, East San Gabriel Valley, Malibu/Santa
Monica Mountains or Santa Clarita Valley planning area?
3. [JYes [X No Isthe project at urban density and located within, or proposes a plan amendment to,

an urban expansion designation?

1.

If both of the above questions are answered "yes”, the project is subject to a County DMS analysis.

[] Checkif DMS printout generated (attached)

Date of printout:

] Check if DMS overview worksheet completed (attached)
‘EIRs and/or staff reporis shall utilize the most current DMS information available.

7/99
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Environmental Finding:

FINAL DETERMINATION: On the basis of this Initial Study, the Department of Regional Planning
finds that this project qualifies for the following environmental document:

IE NEGATIVE DECLARATION, inasmuch as the proposed project will not have a significant
effect on the environment. ' S

An Initial Study was prepared on this project in compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines and the
environmental reporting procedures of the County of Los Angeles. It was determined that this project
will not exceed the established threshold criteria for any environmental/service factor and, as a result
will not have a significant effect on the physical environment. ' '

D MITIGATED NEGATIV_E DECLARATION, inasmuch as the chénges required for the project
will reduce impacts to insignificant levels (see attached discussion and/or conditions).

An Initial Study was prepared on this project in compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines and the
environmental reporting procedures of the County of Los Angeles. It was originaily determined that the
proposed project may exceed established threshold criteria. The applicant has agreed to modification
of the project so that it can now be determined that the project will not have a significant effect on the
physical environment. The modification to mitigate this impact(s) is identified on the Project
Changes/Conditions Form included as part of this Initial Study.

[ ] ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT®, inasmuch as there is substantial evidence that the
project may have a significant impact due to factors listed above as "significant.”

D At least one factor has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
legal standards, and has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis as described on the attached sheets (see attached Form DRP/IA 101). The
EIR is required to analyze only the factors not previously addressed.

Reviewed by: Rick Kuo EE Z‘é KM p Date: 7 d/u%/% Wé
T (/ .
Approved by: Daryl Koutnik MW Date: _MMQLZ@_@_

X This pro_poseq project is exengpt fronxv Fish and Game CEQA filling fees. There is no
subsjantnal evidence that the proposed project will have potential for an adverse effect on
wildlife or the habitat upon which the wildlife depends. (Fish & Game Code 753.5).

[]  Determination appealed--see attached sheet.

*NOTE: Findings for Environmental Impact Reports will be prepared as a separate document folloWing the public
hearing on the project.
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HAZARDS - 1. Geotechnical

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe .
] Iﬁ Is the project site located in an active or potentially active fault zone, Seismic Hazards Zone,

a. X
or Alquist-Priclo Earthquake Fault Zone?
Project is located on the Sierra Madre Fault (LA County Safety Element - Fault Rupture Hazards and

Seismicity Map).

X} [ Is the project site located in an area containing a major landslide(s)?

b. X
(State of CA Seismic Hazard Zones Map - Pasadena Quad).
C. Is the project site located in an area having high slope instability?
d. [0 X [ Is the project site subject to high subsidence, high groundwater level, liquefaction, or

hydrocompaction?
(State of CA Seismic Hazard Zones Map - Pasadena Quad).

e. [1 [X [ Isthe proposed project considered a sensitive use (school, hospital, public assembly site)
located in close proximity to a significant geotechnical hazard?

[0 [X Wwillthe project entail substantial grading and/or alteration of topography including slopes of

more than 25%7
2.114 c.y. of cut and 156 c.y. of fill proposed in Hillside Management Area, Excess 1,958 c.y. of cut

will be hauled to Scholl Canyon Landfill.

g O X [] Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

h. [ [O [ Otherfactors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
[] Building Ordinance No. 2225 C Sections 308B, 308, 310 and 311 and Chapters 29 and 70.

(] MITIGATION MEASURES / X] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

(] Lot Size (] Project Design X Approval of Geotechnical Report by DPW

Applicant shall comply with all Subdivision Committee's recommendations from DPW including the review and approval of a

Geotechnical Report.

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on, or
be impacted by, geotechnical factors?

[T] Potentially significant  [] Less than significant with project mitigation {X] Less than significant/No impact



HAZARDS - 2. Flood

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe
a. {J X [OJ Isamajordrainage course, as identified on USGS quad sheets by a dashed line, located
o on the project site?

(USGS Pasadena Quad Sheet).

Is the project site located within or does it contain a floodway, floodplain, or designated

flood hazard zone?
750 feet from Shields Canyon Debris Basin (Radius Map and LA County Safety Element - Flood

Inundation Hazards Map). )

b. O O K

XT3 15 the project site located in or subject to high mudfiow conditions?

X [ Could the project contribute or be subject to high erosion and debris deposition from run
off?

Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattem of the site or area?

f. [0 [ [ Otherfactors (e.g., dam failure)?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[] Building Ordinance No. 2225 C Section 308A [] Ordinance No. 12,114 (Floodways)
X Approval of Drainage Concept by DPW

[] MITIGATION MEASURES / [ OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[J Lot Size [1 Project Design

Applicant shall comply with all Subdivision Committee's recommendations from DPW including the review and approval

of a drainage concept.

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on,
or be impacted by flood (hydrological) factors?

(] Potentially significant [ Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact
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HAZARDS - 3. Fire

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe
a. {1 X [ Isthe projectsite located in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (Fire Zone 4)?
1/2 mile from natural gas distribution lines (L4 County Safety Element - Wildland and Urban

Fire Hazards Map).

Is the project site in a high fire hazard area and served by inadequate access due to

b O K O , :
: lengths, widths, surface materials, tumarounds or grade?
Site access taken from Willowhaven Drive and Rockpine Lane.
c K [ Does the project site have more than 75 dwelling units on a single access in_a high
fire hazard area?

d. I [0 Is the project site located in an area having inadequate water and pressure to meet
' fire flow standards? Public water available through the Crescenta Valley Water District.

e. [1 X [ Is the project site located in close proximity to potential dangerous fire hazard
B conditions/uses {such as refineries, flammables, explosives manufacturing)?

(LA County Safety Element - Wildland and Urban Fire Hazards Map).

f. {:1 < O Doeé the proposed use constitute a potentially dangerous fire hazard?

o O O 0O Other factors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
[] Water Ordinance No. 7834 [] Fire Ordinance No. 2947 [J Fire Regulation No. 8

[] Fuel Modification/Landscape Plan
(] MITIGATION MEASURES / [X] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ Project Design [] Compatible Use

Applicant shall comply with all Subdivision Committee's recommendations from the Fire Department.

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project have a significantimpact (individually or cumulatively)
on, or be impacted by fire hazard factors?

] Potentially significant [] Less than significant with project mitigation Xl Less than significant/No impact
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HAZARDS - 4. Noise

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe
{1 X [ Is the project site located near a high noise source (airports, railroads, freeways,

a.
industry)?

b. [ X [ Istheproposed use considered sensitive (school, hospital, senior citizen facility) or - -
are there other sensitive uses in close proximity? '

Could the project substantially increase ambient noise levels including_those

c O K [
associated with special equipment {such as amplified sound systems) or parking
areas associated with the project?

Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels without the project?

e. [ [OJ [ Otherfactors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

(] Noise Ordinance No. 11,778 [1 Building Ordinance No. 2225-Chapter 35

[ ] MITIGATION MEASURES / [C] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[] Lot Size (] Project Design [C] Compatible Use

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on, or be adversely impacted by noise?

[] Potentially significant [[] Less than significant with project 'mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact
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RESOURCES - 1. Water Quality

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe _ _
X lfl Is the project site located in an area having known water quality problems and

o proposing the use of individual water wells?
Public water is available through the Crescenta Valley Water District.

b. [] I [ Will the proposed project require the use of a private sewage disposal system?

Public sewage system is available through the LA County Sanitation Districts.

[0 O [ Iftheansweris yes, is the project site located in an area having known septic tank
limitations due to high groundwater or other geotechnical limitations or is the project

proposing on-site systems located in close proximity to a drainage course?

N/A

C. X [0 Couldthe project’s associated construction activities significantly impact the quality of
o groundwater and/or storm water runoff to the storm water conveyance system and/or

receiving water bodies?

d. -' X [0 Could the project’s post-development activities potentially degrade the quality of
storm water runoff and/or could post-development non-storm water discharges
contribute potential pollutants to the storm water conveyance system and/or receiving

bodies?

e. [J [ Otherfactors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[] Industrial Waste Permit [ Health Code Ordinance No. 7583, Chapter 5

] pPlumbing Code Ordinance No. 2269 [C] NPDES Permit Compliance (DPW)
] MITIGATION MEASURES / [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ Lot Size [] Project Design

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on, or be impacted by, water quality problems?

[] Potentially significant  [] Less than significant with project mitigation X Less than significant/No impact
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RESOURCES - 2. Air Quality

Will the project increase local emissions to a significant extent due to increased traffic .
congestion or use of a parking structure, or exceed AQMD thresholds of potential

significance? ’

Is the proposal considered a sensitive use (schools, hospitals, parks) and located near a
freeway or heavy industrial use?

Will-the—project-generate or—is-the-site-in-clese—proximity—to-sources-which—create——

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

a O X O

b. O X ]
— K
d O XK O

e O X U
PO R O

g O O O

obnoxious odors, dust, and/or hazardous emissions?

Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan?

Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing
or projected air quality violation?

Would the project resuit in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
poliutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed

guantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Other factors:

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[T Health and Safety Code Section 40506
] MITIGATION MEASURES / [] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

(] Project Design

[] Air Quality Report

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significantimpact {individually or cumulatively) on,
or be impacted by, air quality?
[] Potentially significant [ Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact
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RESOURCES - 3. Biota

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe
a. [1 X [ Istheprojectsite located within a Significant Ecological Area (SEA), SEA Buffer, or
coastal Sensitive Environmental Resource (ESHA, etc.), or is the site relatively

undisturbed and natural?

b. 1 X [J Willgrading, fire clearance, orfiood related improvements remove substantial natural
habitat areas?

2.114 c.y. of cut and 156 cubic yards of imported fill proposed.

c. T1 X [ Isamajordrainage course, as identified on USGS quad sheets by a blue, dashed
line, located on the project site?

(USGS Pasadena Quad Sheet).

d. Ei [ X Does the project site contain a major riparian or other sensitive habitat (e.g., coastal
sage scrub, oak woodland, sycamore riparian woodland, wetland, etc.)?

Potential bird nesting habital.

e. [ X [ Doestheprojectsitecontain oak or other unique native trees (specify kinds of trees)?

f. I [ Is the project site habitat for any known sensitive species (federal or state listed
endangered, etc.)?

0 [O [ Otheriactors (e.g., wildiife corridor, adjacent open space linkage)?

[] MITIGATION MEASURES /X OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[] Lot Size [] Project Design [[] Oak Tree Permit [C] ERB/SEATAC Review

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on biotic resources?

[ Potentially significant [[] Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No impact
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RESOURCES - 4. Archaeological / Historical / Paleontological

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe
O X O

Is the project site in or near an area containing known archaeological resources or -
containing features (drainage course, spring, knoll, rock outcroppings, or oak trees)
which indicate potential archaeological sensitivity?

b. 1 [ [ Does the project site contain rock formations indicating potential paleontological
' resources?

C. v - K [ Does the project site contain known historic structures or sites?

d. ‘: KX [0 Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the signifi cance of a
historical or archaeological resource as defined in 15064.57 o

e. 7. X1 [ Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or
' site or unigue geologic feature?

. {3 O [ Otherfactors?

J MjTlGATION MEASURES / [] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[ Lot Size [] Project Design [[] Phase | Archaeology Report

CONCLUSION

' Considering the above information, could the project ieave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on archaeological, historical, or paleontological resources?

[ Potentially significant [ Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact
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RESOURCES - 5. Mineral Resources

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

a O XK O

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

b. [ X [0 Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral
- resource discovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land

use plan?

c. {3 O [ Otherfactors?

[J] MITIGATION MEASURES / [[] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ Lot Size ] Project Design

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)

on mineral resources?

O Potentialrly significant  [] Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact
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RESOURCES - 6. Agriculture Resources

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe:
a. [1 B [0 Would the project convert Prime Farmiand, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of

Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to

non-agricultural use?

(Los Angeles County Important Farmland 2002 Map).

b. 1 X [0 Wouldthe projectconflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

c. 1 X [0 Wouldthe projectinvolve other changes in the existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural

use?

d O [O [ Otherfactors?

[ MITIGATION MEASURES / [J OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[ Lot Size [J Project Design

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project leave a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on agriculture resources? - _

[] Potentially significant  [] Less than significant with project mitigation X Less than significant/No impact
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RESOURCES - 7. Visual Qualities

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe
a. [] X [ Isthe project site substantially visible from or will it obstruct views along a scenic
highway (as shown on the Scenic Highway Element), or is it located within a scenlc

corridor or will it otherwise impact the viewshed?

" Is the project substantially visible from or will it obstruct views froma regio‘nal riding or
hiking trail?

(Los Angeles County Trail System Map).

c. 'E] XI [ Is the project site located in an undeveloped or undisturbed area, which contains
unigue aesthetic features?

d [ X [ Isthe proposed use out-of-character in comparison to adjacent uses because of
height, bulk, or other features? :

{7 X [ Isthe project likely to create substantial sun shadow, light or glare problems?

f. [0 [O [0 Otherfactors (e.g., grading or land form alteration):

] MITIGATION MEASURES / [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[J Lot Size [] Project Design ] Visual Report [[J Compatible Use

CONCLUSION
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on scenic qualities?

[] Potentially significant [] Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact
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SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Ma[__xlbe
0 X

a.

[ )

SERVICES - 1. Traffic/Access

Does the project contain 25 dwelling units, or more and is it located in an area with
known congestion problems (roadway or intersections)?

b. {J X [ Wwillthe project result in any hazardous traffic conditions?
Forty truck trips with a capacity of 50 cubic yards needed to haul excess cut.

c. [ XX [0 Wil the project result in parking problems with a subsequent impact on traffic
conditions?

d. 1] K [ Wil inadequate access during an emergency (other than fire hazérds) result in

' problems for emergency vehicles or residents/employees in the area?

e. B K [ Wil the congestion management program (CMP) Transportation impact Analysis
thresholds of 50 peak hour vehicles added by project traffic to a CMP highway system
intersection or 150 peak hour trips added by project traffic to a mainiine freeway link
be exceeded? :

. {J X [OJ Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation (e.g., bus tumouts, bicycle racks)?

g O O '[] Other factors?

[] MITIGATION MEASURES / [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[J Project Design [ Traffic Report

[[] Consultation with Traffic & Lighting Division

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significantimpact (individually or cumulatively)
on the physical environment due to traffic/access factors?

] Potentially significant
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SERVICES - 2. Sewage Disposal

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe v
a. [ X [ Ifservedbyacommunitysewage system, could the project create capacity problems

at the treatment plant?

b. [J [ [0 Couldthe projectcreate capacity problems in the sewer lines serving the project site?

c. [ [ [ Otherfactors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS
[] Sanitary Sewers and Iindustrial Waste Ordinance No. 6130

[ Plumbing Code Ordinance No. 2269

] MITIGATION MEASURES / [[J OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on the physical environment due to sewage disposal facilities?

[] Potentially significant [ Less than significant with project mitigation X Less than significant/No impact
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SERVICES - 3. Education

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe
a. X [ Could the project create capacity problems at the district level?

b. '_ [ Could the project create capacity problems at individual schools which will serve the

project site?

——E———Geuld—theqerejee{—ereates{udeﬁi—tfanspeﬁaﬁo. rproblems?

d. ’: X [ Could thg project create substantial library impacts due to increased population and
on demand?

1 [ Otherfactors?

[ MITIGATION MEASURES / [X] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[] Site Dedication [X] Government Code Section 65995 (X Library Facilities Mitigation Fee

Served by the Glendale Unified School District.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
relative to educational facilities/services?

[ Potentially significant  [] Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No impact
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SERVICES - 4. Fire/Sheriff Services

SETTING/IMPACTS
Yes No Maybe

a O X O

Could the project create s'tafﬁng or response time problems at the fire station or
sheriff's substation serving the project site? '

b. Ei XI [] Arethere anyspecial fire or law enforcement problems associated with the pro;ect or
the general area?

¢ L7 [T [J Otherfactors?

[J MITIGATION MEASURES / [X] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

] Fire Mitigation Fees

Nearest Sheriff’s station is 2 miles away at 4554 Briggs Avenue, La Crescenta, CA 91214,

Nearest fire station is 1.6 miles away at 4526 N. Ramsdell Avenue, La Crescenta, CA 91214,

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individuaily or cumulatively)
relative 1o fire/sheriff services?

[ Potentially significant  [_] Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact

19 . 7/99
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SERVICES - 5. Utilities/Other Services

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe o
a. X Is the project site in an area known to have an inadequate public water supply to meet
domestic needs or to have an inadequate ground water supply and proposes water

wells?

Public water _is available through the Crescenta Vallev ‘Water Dz's_trict. _

'Is the project site in an area known to have an inadequate water supply and/or
pressure to meet fire fighting needs?

[J Could the project create problems with providing utility services, such as electricity,
gas, or propane?

Utility providers serving project site are SCE, Southern California Gas Company, SBC, and
Charter Cable Company.

d. {1 X [O Are thereany other known service problem areas (e.g., solid waste)?

Xxd [ Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services or
facilities (e.g., fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, roads)?

f. {1 [O ([O Otherfactors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

] Plumbing Code Ordinance No. 2269
[] MITIGATION MEASURES / [T] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[J water Code Ordinance No. 7834

[J Lot Size [C] Project Design

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
relative to utilities/services?

El Potentially significant [ Less than significant with project mitigation X Less than significant/No impact
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OTHER FACTORS - 1. General

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe
a. [ X [0 Wilithe project result in an inefficient use of energy resources?

b. [ X [0 Wwillthe project result in a major change in the pattems, scale, or character bf the
general area or community?

c [ [ [ Wilthe project result in a_significant reduction-in-the-amount-of-agricuitural-land?

d. {0 [O [O Otherfactors?

STANDARD CODE REQUIREMENTS

[] State Administrative Code, Title 24, Part 5, T-20 (Energy Conservation)

{J MITIGATION MEASURES / [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
[] Lot size [1 Project Design [] Compatible Use

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively)
on the physical environment due to any of the above factors?

[T] Potentially significant [J Less than significant with project mitigation X Less than significant/No impact
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OTHER FACTORS - 2. Environmental Safety

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe
a [ X .Are any hazardous materials used, transported, produced, handled, or stored on-site?

b. [ X [O Areany ﬂpressurized tanks to be used or any hazardous wastes stored on-site?

X [ Are any residential units, schools, or hospitals located within 500 feet and potentially
adversely affected?

] [] Have there been previous uses that indicate residual soil toxicity of the site or is the site
located within two miles downstream of a known groundwater contamination source

within the same watershed?

d. Ej &4 [0 Have there been previous uses which indicate residual soil toxicity of the site?

ject create a significant hazard to the public or the environment involving

e. [ X [O Wouldthepro
the accidental release of hazardous maternals into the environment?

Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials, substances,
or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

g. D 5] [] Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would

create a significant hazard to the public or environment?

[ X [0 Wouldthe projectresultin a safety hazard for people in a project area located within an
airport land use plan, within two miles of a public or public use airport, or within the vicinity
of a private airstrip?

B [0 Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

LoOd

i O [O O Otherfactors?

[] MITIGATION MEASURES / [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

[] Toxic Clean up Plan

CONCLUSION _ _ _
Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact relative to public safety?

[ Potentially significant [ Less than significant with project mitigation Less than significant/No impact
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OTHER FACTORS - 3. Land Use

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maybe
a. X [ Can the project be found to be inconsistent with the plan designation(s) of the subject

property?

b. & [OJ [0 Can the projectbe found to be inconsistent with the zoning designation of the subject
' property?
Subject property is zoned R-1-10000.
C. Canthe projecf be found to be inconsistent with the followfng applicable land use criteria:
| [J [J Hillside Management Criteria?
- : [] SEA Conformance Criteria?
0O O O Other
d. {:1 XI [ Would the project physically divide an established community?
e. [0 [ Otherfactors?

[] MITIGATION MEASURES / [X OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Zone Change from R-1-10000 to R-1-7500-DP and Hillside Management and Development Program CUP requested.

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significantimpact (individually or cumulatively) on
the physical environment due to land use factors?

[] Potentially significant [] Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact
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OTHER FACTORS - 4. Population/Housing/Employment/Recreation

SETTING/IMPACTS

Yes No Maa']be
a [ X Could the project cumulatively exceed official regional or local population projections?

b. O X O Could the project induce substantial direct or indirect growth in an area (e.g., through
projects in an undeveloped area or exiension of major infrastructure)?

C. [:i ] [ Could the project displace existing housing, especially affordable housing?-

d. D X [0 Could the project result in a substantial job/housing imbalance or substantial increase in
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)?

I [[] Could the project require new or expanded recreational facilities for future residents?

f. E] X [ Wouldthe project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the constfuction
of replacement housing elsewhere? '

g O [O O Otherfactors?

[] MITIGATION MEASURES / [ ] OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on
the physical environment due to population, housing, employment, or recreational factors?

[[] Potentially significant [ Less than significant with project mitigation [X] Less than significant/No impact

24 7/29



MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Based on this Initial Study, the following findings are made:

Yes No Maybe :

a. [1 X [ Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant
or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or

prehistory?

b. {J X [0 Does the project have possible environmental effects which are individually limited but
cumulatively considerable? "Cumulatively considerable"” means that the incremental
effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable

future projects.

O X [ Wwiltheenvironmental efiects of the project cause substantial adverse effects on human .

C.
beings, either directly or indirectly?

CONCLUSION

Considering the above information, could the project have a significant impact (individually or cumulatively) on
the environment?

[ Potentially significant [] Less than significant with project mitigation <] Less than significant/No impact
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VARIANCE CASE - BURDEN OF PROOF SEC.22.56.290

In addition to the information required in the application, the applicant shall substantiate to the
satisfaction of the Hearing Officer and/or Commission, the following facts:

A. That the requested use at the location proposed will not:

1.

Adversely affect the health, peace, comfort or welfare of persons residing or working
in the surrounding are, or

Be materially detrimental to the use, enjoyment or valuation of property of other
persons located in the vicinity of the site, or

Jeopardize, endanger or otherwise constitute a menace to the public health, safety or

general welfare.
The division of this parcel as proposed will allow 2 new residences to be built in

a manner consistent with development in the immediate area. 2 residences will add

more homeowners interested in maintaining the integrity of the existing development.

Construction of 2 new residences will contribute to an appreciation of property values.

The new homes will be developed according to current ordinance standards and that

helps assure that they do not constitute a menace to the public health, safety or

general welfare. Applicant is also requesting a modification of wall heights to

accommodate necessary retaining walls that allow these two new residences to be

constructed with little grading.

B. That the proposed site is adequate in size and shape to accommodate the yards, walls, fences,
parking and loading facilities, landscaping and other development features prescribed in this
Ordinance, or as is otherwise required in order to integrate said use with the uses in the
surrounding area.

All ordinance requirements with respect to height restrictions, parking and

landscaping have been well-incorporated into the plans assuring that the new homes

will integrate well with the homes in the immediate area, except that applicant is

requesting modification of some wall heights to accommodate higher than normal

retaining walls to allow construction of two new residences using the contours

of the existing slope.

C. That the proposed site is adequately served:

1.

By highways or streets of sufficient width and improved as necessary to carry the kind
and quantity of traffic such use would generate, and

By other public or private service facilities as are required.
Rockpine is adequate in width to accommodate traffic that would be generated by

the addition of 2 residences. The site is also served by Crescenta Valley Water and

Crescenta Valley Sewers, both of which are adequate to accommodate these 2 new

residences, according to letters they have provided.




D. That there are special circumstances or exceptional characteristics applicable to the property
involved, such as size, shape, topography, location or surroundings, which are not generally
applicable to other properties in the same vicinity and under identical zoning classification.

While the zoning in the area is R-1-10,000, the majority of properties immediately
surrounding the subject property are less than 10,000 square feet, including the
parcels on the south side of Rockpine. Of the 12 parcels on the south side of
Rockpine, 8 are less than 10,000 sf, and 4 of these 8 parcels are smaller than the

two new parcels proposed.

E. That such variance is necessary for the preservation of a substantial property right of the
applicant such as that possessed by owners of other property in the same vicinity and zone.

As stated above, many parcels in the immediate vicinity are currently developed as
less than 10,000 sf parcels. Applicant is proposing to create a 15,352 sf parcel to
accommodate the existing residence and appurtenances (pool, spa and deck), and
2 new parcels that are larger in size than other parcels immediately adjacent.

F. That the granting of the variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare or be
injurious to other property or improvements in the same vicinity and zone.

The development of 2 new residences is an infill project that will still be consistent

with the look and general character of the neighborhood and as a result will not

be materially detrimental to the public welfare or otherwise injurious to other

properties or improvements in the same vicinity and zone. The size of the two new

parcels is consistent with the pattern of development in the general area and will

therefore blend in well, enhancing property values.




Such other information as the planning director determines to be necessary for adequate

evaluation. The planning director may waive one or more of the above items where he deems such
item(s) to be unnecessary to process the application.

HILLSIDE MANAGEMENT AND SIGNIFICANT ECOLOGICAL AREAS - BURDEN OF PROOF

A. Hills-ide Ménagement Areas (Section 22.56,215 F.1):

1.

That the proposed project is located and designed so as to protect the safety of current
and future residents, and will not create significant threats to life and/or property due to
the preséence of geologic seismic, slope instability, fire, flood, mud flow or erosion
hazard;

The subject property is Iocated in an area that is similar in

character-and topography with residences developed on the .

.upslopes and downslopes. Development of the remainder of

this parcel should help to stabilize the existing slope, will

reduce amount of brush on the slope, better potecting the area.

That the proposed project is compatibie with the natural, biotic, cuitural, scenic, and open

space resources of the area;
The land division and construction of two new single family

residences will enhance the area and will be developed in

a manner consistent with the mixture of parcel sizes in the

general area. It will not impact natural, biotic, cultural,

scenic or open space resources in the area. The property

is currently plated with domestic vegetation is not a viewshed.

That the proposed project is conveniently served by (or provides) neighborhood shopping .
and commercial facilities, can be provided with essential public services without imposing
undue costs on the total community, and is consistent with the objectives and policies of
the General Plan; .

The general plan recognizes the need to provide housing in

all areas of the County in a range of prices. This area is

a fully developed urban area with a minor number of urban

infill opportunities. The uses as proposed will help keep the

area economically viable by providing 2 additional families to

help sustain the economic base and will not add a burden.

That the proposed project development demonstrates creative and imaginative design
resulting in a visual quality that will complement community character and benefit current
and future residents.

The architectural character of the two new residences is

consistent with the pattern of architecture and style in the

area. The design is aesthetically pleasing and interesting

and is of a scale compatible with the the surrounding

community.

(Over for SEA)

oM 06010



Erwin J. Fellner
2734 Rockpine Lane
La Crescents, CA 91214

April 10, 2008

Department of Regional Planning
(EF/769/08)

320 W Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Commissioners

Subject: Proposal No: PM083010.

@n A S A I W U WP WP WS Wn We Ym TR WS Ser WR W e S me

Reference: Applicant, Alex & Radcslava Rogic

With thig letter I am submitting the Pinecrest Homeovner'e
Petition declaring our opposition to the proposed

subdivieion.

Attachement: HOMEUWNER PETITION, eight (8 ez) sheet.
(Fiftyseven signatures)
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PINECREST HOMEOWNER'S PETITION

La Crescenta 921214
April, 2008
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As residents and property owners in the La Crescenta community of
Pinecrest, we the undersigned declare our opposition to the proposed
subdivision of the 0.707 acre residential 1lot located at 2716
Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta, California, 91214.
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PINECREST HOMEOWNER'S PETITION

lLa Crescenta 91214
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As residents and property owners in the La Crescenta community of
FPinecrest, we the undersigned declare our aopposition to the proposed
subdivision of the 0.707 acre residential 1lot located at 2716

Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta, California, 91214.
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Dwner Name - _ Address
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**************************************************************************

PINECREST HOMEOWNER'S PETITION

La Crescenta 91214
April, 2008

***************************************************************************

As residents and property owners in the La Crescenta community of
Pinecrest, we the undersigned declare our opposition to the proposed
subdivision of the 0.707 acre residential 1lot located at 2716
Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta, California, 91214.

***************************************************************************

Owner Name Address

SIGN M/W A750 Lockoye {ane
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PINECREST HOMEDWNER'S PETITION

La Crescenta 91214

April, 2008

***************************************************************************

the La Crescenta community of

As residents and property owners in
Pinecrest, we the undersigned declare our opposition to the proposed
subdivision of the 0.707 acre residential lot located at 2716

Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta, California, 71214.

***************************************************************************

PRINT

Ken (?Prme\.\_
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8. SIGN 'kcn QaﬂfszQ N2 Ln\lowheves bnfﬂ
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PINECREST HOMEOWNER 'S PETITION

La Crescenta %1214
April, 2008

***************************************-l--l'**********************************

As residents and property owners in the La Crescenta community of
Pinecrest, we the undersigned declare our opposition to the proposed
subdivision of the 0.707 acre residential lot 1located at 2716
Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta, California, 71214, _

***************************************************************************
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PRINT_V W) 0/ L‘;/W/lg l{g

8. SIGN
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PINECREST HOMEOWNER 'S PETITION

La Crescenta 91214
April, 2008

*****************l**l’********&****l—*}**l’*******il o Y e a s and it Ll n g Sl Ll

As residents and property owners in the La Crescenta community of
Pinecrest, we the undersigned declare our opposition to the proposed
subdivision of the 0©0.707 acre residential jot located at 2716
Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta, California, 91214,
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PINECREST HOMEOWNER 'S PETITION
La Crescenta 91214
" Apriil, 2008
l»-l»*******l—**i**********li*i**ii-ll--l-'l-lv-lliii-ll‘lnll{iil!l***%’*l"**"*il*l**
As residents and property owners in the La Crescenta community of

Pinecrest, we the undersigned declare our opposition to the proposed
subdivision of the 0.707 acre residential lot located at 2716

Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta, California, 91214,
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PINECREST HOMEOWNER 'S PETITION

La Crescenta 91214
April, 2008
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As residents and propearty owners in the La Crescenta community of
Pinecrest, we the undersigned declare our opposition to the proposed
subdivision of the 0.707 acre residential 1ot located at 2716

Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta, California, 71214.
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April 10, 2008

Regional Planning Dept.

320 West Temple Street : L
Los Angeles, CA 90012 v
Room 1362

Regional Planning Commissioners:

This letter is in response to the public hearings, PM063010 RTM PM63010, RCUP
T200500151 and RVAR T200700011 scheduled 5/21/08.

Alex Rogie’s plan to subdivide and build is in violation of the long standing Declarations
of Conditions and Restrictions as recorded in the official records since 1965 and has been
Automatically renewed every 10 years since inception as provided by item 12. Further,
he is asking for variances that are totally out of character with the community.

We bought our home here having been assured that no Building or development would
ever happen on the very steep north slope of Rock Pine Lane.

Restriction #1 states that only one single family home shall be erected on each recorded
lot. ‘

If this subdividing and building were allowed, it would, of course, be followed by further
subdivision and building spoiling and devaluing the community.

We respectfully object to any such subdivision and or building in our community.

(% p L/-a/ < 2 /

David Zulli alSE e el
v

2744 Rock Pine Lane

La Crescenta, CA 91214

818-248 0306



April 10, 2008

Regional Planning Dept.

320 W. Temple St.
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Commissioners:

Please submit this letter and two enclosures to the
Planning Commission Department hearing on May 21, 2008,
regarding Applicants A. and R. Rogic's Project PM063010.

Twenty-two years ago, we (the homeowner/neighbors) opposed
Rogic's unsuitable, incompatible, and undesirable Rockpine
Lane (La Crescenta) subdivision and construction project
proposal. Enclosed is the Department of Regional Plan-
ning's August 1986 DENIAL of this project. Now, 22 years
later, we are still opposed to this proposed project,

and hope the Regional Planning Department will again deny

Rogic's proposal.

Thanks for your time and consideration.

égéé;i%:i:fi;omeowner

2718 Rockpine Lane
La Crescenta, CA 91214

Enclosure: the August 1986 Regional Planning
Department's DENIAL of Rogic's proposed subdivision.



Lot Angeics County

DEPARTMENT OF
REGIONAL PLANMNING

320 West Tample Street
Los Angeles

Caiviorna 90012
274-6401

Norman Murgoch
Planning Diwecios

August 1, 1586

Alex M. Rogic
2716 Willowhaven Drive
La Crescenta, CA 91214

Gent lemen:

SUBJECT: PARCEL MAP NO. 17188
MAP DATED: JUNE 19, 1986

A public hearing on Parcel Map No. 17188 was held before the Hearing Officer
on July 31, 1986.
After considering the evidence presented, the Hearing Officer in his action

on July 31, 1986 made the sttached findings in eccordance with the Subdivision-
Map Act end denied your. Tentative Parcel Map. A copy of the findings is at-

tached.

1f you wish to eppeal this decision to the Regional Planning Commission, you

must do so in writing by August 10, 1986. Your letter should be addressed to
the Secretary of the Regional Planning Commission, Room 170, Hall of Records,
320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, Californias 90012.

Very truly yours,

DEPARTMENT OF TONAL PLAND
@3p¢an Murd irector
/ * ‘ ,

Subdi¥ision Adfinistration Division

CT:PCmh
At tachment

cc: Subdivision Committee
Richard David
Ervin Fellner
Jane Roger
Albert Knoell
Robert Williams
Tae Noh



PARCEL MAP NG, 17188 Page 2

11. Six persons spoke in opposition to the proposed subdivision, stating that
lot 2 would be incompatible with other development in the area because of
its steep topography and necessary retaining wells.

12. The proposed 5B'-78' depth of parcel 2 would be undesirable in & flat uarea;
it is unacceptable on parcel 2 where slopes are typically 40-50%.

13. The proposed design and density of the subdivision will create a very steep
and shallow lot that is incompstible with the character of the neighbor-

hood.
THEREFORE, the Hearing Dfficer denied Tentative Parcel Map 17188 because:
1. The proposed map is not consistent with the County General Plan;

2. The design of the proposed subdivision is not consistent with the County
General Plan;

3. The site is not physically suitable for the type of development; and

4, The site is not physically suitable for the proposed density of develop-
ment .



PARCEL MAP NO. 17188

Pursuant to Section 66474 of the Government Code, the proposed map is not con-
sistent with applicable general and specific plens that call for consistency
- with Section 65451 and compatibility with the established neighborhood develop-

ment in that:

The subject property is a lot created and developed es pert of Tract 29172

1.
recorded on June 2, 1965 in Map Book 742 pages 51-53,

2. Tract 29172 is a hillside development where lots were graded to create flat
building sites and ysrds.

3. | The subject property has legal and physical access vis a 100' long 27' wide
strip extending northerly to Willowhaven Drive. Legal access also exists
to Rockpine Drive which constitutes the 214' long southerly property line.

4, The subject property is presently developed with 8 house end swimming pool
located on & relstively flet ares of approx:mately 6,000 sq. ft. located

in the northern portion of the site.

S. The proposed subdivision would creeste e northerly lot (No. 1) containing
the existing house and pool on &8 17,B25 sq. ft. parcel. Lot Z would in-
clude the remaining 12,977 sq. ft. et the southerly portion of the subject

property.
6. The proposed parcel 2 is &n irregulsrly shaped parcel with 214' of frontsage

on Rockpine Lane. The depth of the percel ranges from 58' to 78'. The par-
cel slopes up from the street 24'-48'. Nearly sll of the parcel consists

of slopes of 40% or greater.

7. The south side of Rockpine Drive is developed with homes with relatively
flat yards. ’

8. Most of the north side of Rockpine is undeveloped, consisting of land that
slopes sharply up to the north. Of the 75D’ length of Rockpine, homes are
located only at the easterly snd westerly ends. The central 630' is un-

developed hillside,

The County of Los Angeles Genersl Plan designsates the subject property low
density residential permitting @ range of 1-6 dwelling units per gross acre.

The Genera)l Plen states in General Policy 9 "Direct urban development end
revitelization efforts to protect natural and man-made smenities and to
avoid severe hazard areas, such ss fleod prone arees, sctive fault zones,
steep hillsides, landslide areas and fire hazard aress.™

10.



Ben and Arlene Boychuk
2762 Rockpine Lane
La Crescenta, CA 91214

April 11, 2008

Project PM063010

Applicants: Alex and Radoslava Rogic
2716 Willow Haven Dr. La Crescenta, CA 91214

Regional Planning Department

Hall of Records (13th Floor)

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

To the Regional Planning Commisioners:

We are opposing a proposal to split an existing lot on Willow Haven Drive. This lot split
is not consistant with the general plan as outlined in the Declaratin of Conditions and
Restrictions (DC&R’s) applied at the time the area was developed. The environmental
impact on our street and area is of great concern. Building on a 45%-50% steep slope
from an aesthetic point of view to say nothing of ecological change worries us.If one
person is allowed to create three lots from one, the whole street could follow suit.

A proposal by Mr. & Mrs. Alex Rogic to subdivide the property on 2716 Willow Haven
Drive was denied by the Regional Planning Commission August 1, 1986.

When we moved into our home in August of 1966, we were assured that there would be
no homes on the north side of Rockpine Lane thus retaining the serenity and beauty of

the rural setting.

During periods of heavy rainfall, hillsides within our and adjacent areas have
experienced slides and related problems. This is a tremendous concern and we feel this
hillside is far too steep and is not safe for building on It. This will not affect those living
on Willow Haven Drive but most certainly will affect those living on Rockpine Lane.

Please take these thoughts and facts into consideration when reviewing the plans to
build on Rockpine Lane.

We do wish to be advised prior to any meetings concernmg this or any future
proposals.

Thank you very much. y 4 )% / C%‘

Ben and Arlene Boychuk (/ 2 L5

See Attachments:

Declaration of Conditions and Restrictions
Page 1 of 2
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Regional Planning Department----Project PM063010
April 11, 2008

Signatures of neighbors opposing Project PM063010

We the undersigned have read and agree with the statements of this letter and are opposed to
the splitting of the lot at 2716 Willow Haven Drive.

Name ’%ﬂ' Z ; Suk Young Um 93_:&%‘\& ep UM

AddseBs: 2756 Rockpine Lane-~La Crescenta, CA 91214 -4, ROCKPANE (AN ,1q (FRSCRITIE (A SR

Name @lﬂ%—&& Phillip Shin

Address: 2768 Rockpir)e' Lane----La Crescenta, CA 91214

Name X ALA SM Rosa Shin

Address: 2768 Rockpine Lane-——La Crescenta, CA 91214

Name /ﬁb‘/ 6]/1’%&/ Ray Catan

Address: 2769 Ryckpine Lanée----La Crescenta, CA 91214

V22 .
Name %g//,%/ (,///%4 Lucille Catan

Address: 2769 Rockpine Lane----La Crescenta, CA 91214
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Arezmmodation 4426

RLQULTT Cr

JIILE INSURANCE & TRUSILMGLARATI(N OF CUNDITIUNS AND ReSTRICTIONS

Aivoe ALir FeN BY ‘iHeor FRELINTS:

That scboTil eILEY CU., a Californie corporation, owner of the real property
in the County of Los Angeles, State of California, described es!? Tract 29172 as
shown by map recorded in Book 742, kuye 51 of Maps, records of Los Angeles County,

California. : IFEE $4.d—5 4G

hekiBY CeliFY AWD Deflaik, that they have established and du hereby estublisha =
general plan for the improvement and development of the lots affected by these .
restrictiony, and they hereby establish the provisions, conditions, restrictions,
cuvenantg, escezonts and reservations upon and subject to which, by theee restrictions
and portions of the lots sffected by“these restrictions, herein sometimes referred to
w0 “anid land”, shall be improved or sold or conveyed by them us such owners, each

and all of which ie and mre for the benefit of each suboeyuent owner of land affected
by these restrictions, or any interest therein, and shall inure to and pass with each
snd every lot affected by thepe restrictions and shall apply to and bind the re-
apective successors in interest of the presen{ owner or owners thereof, and are, and
sach of them 15 ‘imposed upon said lote ae a servitude in favor of each and every lot
a5 Lhe dominunt tenement or tenesents ond as mutuval covenanta rynnins with the land

in faver of eich ond every lot owner astated

1, No residentinl etructure shnll be erected or ploced on any buildine plot,
which plot hus an orea of less thun 7. oquare fect, or sidth of lese than 40 feet
at the front building setbuck line. ixcluding lote es existing on the record mep of

sald troct,

2. No building shnll be located nesrer than 15 feet to the front lot line, nor
nearer than 10 frgt to any side street line. No building, except a detached gnrape
or other outbulliing loc:ted 65 feet or more from the front lot line, shall be
located nearer than 4 feetl to any side line, except that an sttached garage may be
located not nesrer than & feet to any side line at any point not nearer than 10 feet

to the front lot line,

No noxious or offensive trade or uclivity shall be carried.on upon any lot
nor shall anything be done thereon which may be or

to the neighborhood.

}'
affected by these restrictiuvna
become an annoynnce or nuianneé

LS No trailer, basement, tent, shack.’gnruga. barn or other cutbuilding
erected on any lot uffected by thess rectrictions shnll at any time be used a0 a
residence temporuritly or permenently, nof shull any structure of a temporary
chapncter be uued as a residence on any such lot or lots. lo trailer chall be
parked in front of any residential structure uvr attsched garage or between such
residential etructure and any side line or side atreet line.

5« All lots in this tract nhall be known and described ns residchtial lots,
No structure shall e erected, altered, placed or permiited to remnin onl eny of
sadd lots other than one detached single family dwelliny with not more than two
stories and & privete gurage for not more than three cars and custonaty butbuildings.
ihe floor area of the main structure, exclusive of one-stery open por#hea and
garages shall be not less than 1500 square feet, ilo signs shall be e{ected or
posted on said lote other than a mign advertising the premices wherei such sign is
located ss being "For sele" and such sign shall be no larger than 18 inches by 24 inches

1 RECORDED IN Off 1CIAL RECORDS
o4= OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIF,

104% 3 PRI JUN 16 1965
RAY £, LEE, County Recorder

Kt
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" 15. lnvalidntion of .ny one of these covenants by judgement or court order
shall in no wise sffect any of the other provisions which shall remain in full force

and effect.

16, breasch of any of said covenants ond restrictions, or any re-entry by
reacon of such breuch, shall not defeat or render invalid the lien of any mort)ape
or 'decd of trust mude in gopd faith and for velue as to said lots or property, or
any purt thercof, Lut such provision, restriction or covennnt shall be bindinr and
effective uguinst any owner of suld property whooe title thereto is acquired by

foreclocure, trustee's sule or otherwise.

17. no building shall be erected, pluced or altered on eny buildins plot
in the lund herein described, nor shell any existing building be altered 6o ns to
alter ito exterior design, il.e, by the additlon of a room, changing 8 nnrare no
that the pame may not be used for thr parking of the number of vehicles for which
it wep originnlly deolpnéd, or altering the roof time, nor shall any aerrial for the
reception or trunumission of televislon or radio be inctalled until the bullding
plans, specificutions, und plot plans shoving the localion of such building or
acriunl has veen approved in writing as to conformity and hurrmony of external deoign
with exiuting dwellinso in the truct snd ms to locustion of the building and/or nerinl
with respect to typo raphy and finished jround eclevation by n cormittee conmposed of
wensieh elict, Jhey Llubile Jala Fuiick, and CAkULYh w»llbY, or by a reprecsentative’
desjgnouted by o rajority of the members of sald committee. In the event of the death
or recipnativn of any member of said committee, the remaining member or members shnll
huve full wsutnority to ejproval or disopproval of such design und location, or to
gesignite n repreventutive with like nuthority. In the event oasid committee, or ite
deuipnuted representutive, foils to approve or disajprove such design ond lceation
within thirty (20) days after sald plans and specificutions huve been submitted to it,
or in the event, if nv ocuit to en,oin the erection of such building or the mukinsg of
such alternticns hes been commenced prior to the completion thereof, such approval
will not ve rejuired and thio covensnt will be deemed to have been fully complied
with, iscither the mcmuers of such committee, nor its desi: nated representutive,
shull be entitled to any compensation for services performed pursusnt to this covenant.
iseither the grantor nor suid architectural Committee shall be responsible for any
structural defects in said plans and/or specifications, nor eny buildinc or structure
erected according to ssid plans andfor specifications. Loid Architectural Committee
shall be liuble only in the event that they are grougly neglis:nt in the performunce

of their powers herein conferred.

IN wilicon whshedd, asboleal wjLlrY CU., has coused this instrument to be
executed und its corporate seal to be affixed hereunto by its officers thereunto
duly authorized this __15th day of June s 1965

sEBOTLR wlleY CU,

b °A A 4

' S99TNpr
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April 24, 2008

Regional Planning Department
320 W. Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Commissioners:

This letter is in regard to the Rogic Project PM063010.

We strongly oppose the subdivision and construction project. Our concerns are, the hillside
is very steep and the look will not be compatible with our neighborhood.

With any construction on such a steep siope a concern of the stability is great. There were
flood problems, with flowing mud some years back with damage to the Pinecrest area.
There are homes directly across the proposed project that would be greatly affected.

Vev<)tr§;iy\yo

Peter Sevaly, Home
2625 Willowhaven Drive
La Crescenta, California 91214

Mona Sevaly, Homeowner

2625 Willowhaven Drive
La Crescenta, California 91214
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April 25, 2008

Department of Regional Planning

320 Temple Street

i
B

=

Los Angele, CA 90012

Mr Jodie Sackett

TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 063020-(5)

VARIANCE CASE NO. 2007-00011-(5)

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 2005-00151-(5)

Dear Mr. Saclett,

Lorraine and | have lived at 2628 Pinelawn Dr., LaCrescenta, CA 91214 since 1974.

Our property is about two blocks from the property under zoning variance
consideraation.

We are opposed to the changes proposed to build two houses on less than the net
10,000 square feet required.

Thank You.

Aol HO.B e

Robert D. Ruby

Lorraine D. Ruby

2628 Pinelawn Dr.
LaCrescenta, CA 91214
818-249-5053




Jack Boghossian, M.D. April 27, 2008
2736 Willowhaven Drive
La Crescenta, Ca. 91214

Department of Regional Planning r E @ E—fj B K\\}, AR
320 W. Temple Street _ D r = fi il
Los Angeles, CA 90012 I ' z;i! x,’
APR 29 208 Ui ]
Dear Commissioners, { 1 {_i ]
i L
Subject: Project No. PM 063010.

Reference: Applicant, Alex Radoslava Rogic

We are opposing a proposal to split an existing lot on Willowhaven Drive. It is not Conssistent with the
general plan as outlined in the Declaration of Conditions and Restrictions. (DC&R’s) which were recorded
with the County Recorder 1965. The proposed design of the subdivision will create a very steep and
shallow lot, which is incompatible with the character of the neighborhood. :

Very Truly Yours,

T Replursin,

Jack Boghossian, M.D.




April 28, 2008

Regional Planning Department
320 W. Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: Project No. 063010-(5) Alex Rogic, 2716 Willowhaven Drive. His plan is to
subdivide his property and build two additional primary residences.

Dear Commissioners:

As a next door neighbor of Mr. Rogic on Willowhaven Drive, I wish to make my opinion
known about the project listed above. I am an original property owner, having purchased
my home at 2724 Willowhaven Drive in 1967. I have carefully maintained my property
over all the years, including the safe maintenance of the extremely steep hill behind my
home to reduce the risk of fire and to prevent flooding during heavy rains. Mr. Rogic
proposes to build two new homes into the same very steep slope next to mine. In
addition to never expecting homes to be built in this area when my husband and 1
purchased our home so many years ago, I am honestly fearful of the increased potential
for fire and flooding with the reduced vegetation on the hill next to mine. I am certainly
not in favor of Mr. Rogic’s plan to build two homes into the hill.

Mr. Rogic’s plans echo his attempt over twenty years ago to add a house into the same
steep slope. The plan was denied. The reaction in the neighborhood is just as it was then

- negative.
Thanks for any help you can give.

Sincerely,

%Z cece_. & ZZzZﬂW

Lucie C. Hagens

2724 Willowhaven Dr.
La Crescenta, CA 91214
818-248-9362

IS e
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George C. Cleven
5420 Pineridge Dr.
La Crescenta, CA 91214

April 30, 2008

Ref File: Rockpine.doc

Regional Planning Department
320 W. Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Attn: Room 1362

Subject: Project No. PM063010
Reference: Applicant, Alex Rojec, 2716 Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta

Dear Commissioners,

I am writing, as a private citizen living in the same Pinecrest Tract as Mr. Rojec, to voice
my concerns and objections to his proposed subdivision of his property on Willowhaven
Drive. I object to it for the following reasons:

1. I do not wish a precedent to be set, that owners of oversized (>15,000 sq. ft) lots can
subdivide and build additional homes. There are a number of flag lot homes such as Mr.
Rojec’s facing on both Willowhaven Drive and Rockpine Lane. These homeowners could
get easy approval to subdivide and build if Mr. Rojec is successful. There may be other
lots in the Pinecrest tract that could also qualify, but I have not had the time to research
lot sizes in the area. Because it is such a steep hillside, the tract developer built no homes
on the north side of Rockpine lane where Mr. Rojec’s planned buildings would face.

2. Any houses built on lots resulting from subdivisions of the flag lots on Willowhaven
Drive and facing on Rockpine Lane would be greatly out of keeping with the general
appearance of the immediate neighborhood specifically and Pinecrest in general.
Pinecrest homes are well designed and are cohesive as a residential area, having large lots
and ample green room around individual residences. By contrast, homes resulting from
subdivisions facing Rockpine Lane would have to be literally carved into the steep
hillside on long shallow lots providing little or no green spaces. An example of such a
home, and one of the main reasons for my objection to Mr. Rojec’s proposal, can be seen
on Pinelawn Drive as the first house going west on the north side turning off Pinecone
Road. This house was built years ago and quite obviously does just not fit in with the
neighborhood. The house has little or no setback, not much landscaping, a very different
appearance and is really out of place.

3. The hillside facing the north side of Rockpine Lane is very steep right down to the
sidewalk. A tremendous amount of rock and decomposed granite (remember, this area is
at the top of a large alluvial fan) will have to be removed. One number I heard



anecdotally and attributed to Mr. Rojec, was that 40 truckloads, at 50 cubic yards each,
would have to be removed. This would not only be a burden on the residents, but also the
heavy trucks would cause tremendous wear and tear on our local blacktop roads; will the
county resurface the roads if needed?

4. The slope of the hillside to be removed has been informally estimated to be in the 50 %
range. Since it goes down to the sidewalk with no flat area at all, it will be necessary to
grade multiple “steps” into the hillside to build two houses. As a result a number of
retaining walls will have to be built. Since these lots are shallow and long, there will be
several walls at approximately 60 to 80 feet long and as much as 10 feet high. These
retaining walls creating the steps will be a real, very much unwanted, continuous eyesore
to the neighbors living on the south side of Rockpine Lane. These houses will have a
different appearance, very little setback, steep driveways and steep entrances. They will
be very much out of keeping with the neighborhood just as is the house on Pinelawn
Drive.

5. The number of long retaining walls poses a possible earthquake hazard. The large
amount of hillside being held back by these stepped walls requires very solid, deep
footings to be used. Also, since water drainage has been changed, it isn’t clear how that
will be handled on the resulting very steep slope. If handled poorly, water could seep
behind the retaining walls and the resulting hydrostatic pressure would increase the
danger of a wall collapse. An additional danger resulting from wall collapse is the
Rojec’s swimming pool above the area where the two houses are planned to be built. In
the event of an earthquake, the seiche set up in the pool would add to the stresses
imposed on all the retaining walls. In the event of a collapse of the top wall, the pool
would likely rupture and empty on the houses below inflicting further damage including
houses directly across Rockpine Lane. In a worst case scenario, since there will be four or
five stepped retaining walls required, the collapse of one coupled with the steepness of
the cut will likely set up a collapse of one or all additional walls.

6. One real problem of digging into the top of an alluvial fan, which is a naturally formed
gravel pit, is that enormous boulders will be encountered. These could be heavier than the
grading equipment being used to remove them. If removal is accomplished, it is possible
that the Rojec’s house could be undermined to the point of being hazardous to the
occupants. I bear Mr. Rojec and his wife no ill will; I don’t want such a thing to happen. 1
have not heard of any economically feasible plans on how to safely remove very large
boulders in an established neighborhood.

Thank you for reading my letter and for giving it some consideration.

Smperely yours,

!GM)Q([ M

George C. Cleven



Kerry & Danette Erickson
2954 Hawkridge Drive

La Crescenta, CA 91214
April 30, 2008

Regional Planning Department

Attn: Jodie Sackett

320 W. Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Attn: Room 1362

)
il
©
[l

(—)

Subject: Project No. PM063010
Reference: Applicant, Alex Rojec, 2716 Willowhaven, La Crescenta

Dear Commissioners,

As a home owner living in the same Pinecrest Tract as Mr. Rojec, I do not want our local
standards as expressed in our homeowners CC&Rs compromised for anyone to subdivide
their property. If one person gets an exception to the law everyone will be building
whatever they choose. When Webster Wiley created this tract he built as many homes as
he possibly could keeping concerns of fellow neighbors at heart.

1. If a precedent is set, that owners of oversized (>15,000 sq. ft) lots can
subdivide and build additional homes there will be many requests. I too live on a
street with homes on only one side due to the steep terrain and would detest
seeing the law or building regulations broken on my street.

2. Pinecrest houses have a certain character. There are no houses in Pinecrest
where a car can not park in a driveway. To allow 5 foot setbacks when the
homeowners rules require at least 15 ft is not acceptable. It is wrong to stuff
houses up against the mountain only to make money for the property owner.
There is no need for cramming more houses in our area. We have had homes on
the market for almost a year with no nibble of interest to buy them. On my street
its been 191 days and no sale so homes are not needed. I have seen homes
crammed into the San Francisco area due to lack of property, but we are not that
area and do not want the variance granted. It is not in keeping with the general
appearance of Pinecrest. Pinecrest homes are single or two story on flat lots with
20 foot setbacks and driveways that can hold two cars. Our homes have back
yards as well as 10 foot side setbacks with pine trees and lush landscaping. We
want those standards upheld. No homes carved into the steep hillside on shallow
lots with little flat green spaces.

3. It is one thing to dynamite a mountain and move out 59,000 cubic feet of earth
to the landfill when the area is first being developed but not after people live all



around the area. It is a health hazard to breath all of this dust. It is a danger to the
folk above as the great boulders are being blown up to make this huge cut into the
mountain. It is a danger to the folk below as the mud and debris will run down
their street. In the 1960s, the county said it was safe to build above the Genofiles
home against their wishes, well when our 100 year rain came in the 70’s, the dam
overflowed and their house was filled with dirt almost to the ceiling trapping them
on their beds. They survived and the county was sued for poor planning, but have
we learned from their mistakes. Our area is prone to fires and floods. Are we
trying to put in too many houses on very little flat space against the neighbors
wishes?

4. We moved up to Pinecrest to live among the pines the openness of the
mountains, not to fill in every inch with homes. Its one thing if there is enough
flat land to build a home like the others, but Mr. Wiley already built on all
acceptable flat Jots. We do not need cuts into the mountains for weird shallow
homes with garages ten feet apart, not in character with our community.

5. We may have some retaining walls to hold back existing natural mud flows but
not 50 feet of retaining walls so one can add more homes. When one looks up this
mountain the house will be above street level so top of house will be 39 feet
above the street and then 30 more feet of retaining walls so one will see some 50
to 60 feet of concrete straight up the hillside. This is not what Pinecrest is. This is
not what our local rules allow.

In conclusion, granting such a CUP is inconsistent with hillside management and creates
unusual lots not physically suitable for development compatible with the area or the
wishes of the neighbors to preserve natural features. Listen to the majority of the
Pinecrest residents, who do not want this variance granted.

Yours truly, .

Ky ELL Shoith, £

Kerry and Danette Erickson
818 249 9577
Danette7@charter.net



MLS CMA Report (216) -,

Listings as of 04/30/08 at 8:44pm

RESIDENTIAL
Address

3554 Santa Carlotta St
3034 Orange Ave
3163 orange Ave

3029 Alabama St

3316 Henrietta Ave
2917 Markridge Rd
2520 Qlive Ave

3357 Santa Carlotta St
4913 New York Ave
3147 Paraiso Way
2921 Adams St

2509 Janet Lee Dr
2706 Henrietta AV
3100 Santa Carlotta St
3522 Henrietta Ave
3547 Mevei PI

4841 Pennsylvania Ave
2407 Olive Ave

5327 Pineridge Dr
2320 Jayma Ln

2980 Hawkridge Dr
3550 Santa Carlotta St
3029 Hopeton Rd
2933 Mountain Pine Dr
2811 Harmony PI

5841 Freeman Ave
Listing Count 26

Page 1 of .

BACK UP OFFER Properties

Address

3324 Paraiso Way
3300 Burritt Way

2765 Rock Pine Ln
5150 La Crescenta Ave
3140 Markridge Rd
Listing Count 5

PENDING Properties
Address

3332 Stevens St
3050 Brookhill St
2942 Orange Ave
5441 Pine Cone Rd
Listing Count 4

SOLD Properties
Address

5043 Ramsdell Ave
5007 Pennsylvania Ave
2510 Olive Ave

3022 Brookhill St

4881 Cheryl Ave

3333 Los Olivos Ln
3108 Harmony P!

3355 Alabama St

4918 Pennsylvania Ave
3353 Paraiso Way
3300 Paraiso Way
4837 Cloudsdale Ave

CMA Report
Page -
City Map Bd Bth SqFt LotSzYear Date $/SqFt DOM/CDOM Orig Price List Price
La Crescenta 504, E6- 2 11,041 665251955 03/17/08 479.35 43/43 499,000 499,000
La Crescenta 504, F6 5 31,845 6453sf 1948 04/02/08 324.63 25/256 649,950 598,950
La Crescenta 504, F6 3 21,400 6080sf1950 04/23/08 428.21 77 599,500 599,500
La Crescenta 504, F7 3 2 0 6099sf 1950 04/10/08 0.00 20/20 649,000 609,000
La Crescenta 504, E5 3 21,275 7593sf1955 04/27/08 478.43 3/3 610,000 610,000
La Crescenta 504, F5 3 21,368 8500sf 1952 03/24/08 449.56 36/36 615,000 615,000
La Crescenta 504, G6 2 21,019 5157sf1923 04/28/08 609.30 11 620,876 620,876(V)
La Crescenta 504, E6 3 21,303 5408sf1948 04/15/08 487.30 15115 634,950 634,950
La Crescenta 504, E6 3 21,538 6899sf1955 03/10/08 415.47 51/310 659,000 639,000
La Crescenta 504, F6 3 21,386 5230sf1961 02/03/08 479.80 80/80 675,000 665,000
La Crescenta 504,F6 3 21,520 7635sf1955 03/28/08 450.66 16/16 685,000 685,000
La Crescenta 504, G6 3 21,602 7592sf 1954 03/10/08 436.33 51/232 749,000 699,000
La Crescenta 504, G7 3 11,425 7995sf1950 03/27/08 490.53 34/34 699,000 699,000
La Crescenta 504, F6 2 11,258 11300sf 1951 05/06/07 555.64 344/468 699,000 699,000
La Crescenta 504, ES 3 22,000 7828sf1955 04/26/08 374.50 4/4 749,000 749,000
La Crescenta 504, E5 3 21,578 7696sf 1957 04/11/08 493.66 19/19 799,000 779,000
La Crescenta 504, F6 4 21,901 7259sf1967 03/25/08 418.20 36/123 829,000 795,000
La Crescenta 504, G6 4 42,200 4535sf2008 02/29/08 385.91 61/61 899,000 849,000
La Crescenta 504, G6 3 21,880 10926sf 1964 04/21/08 478.19 9/123 899,000 899,000
La Crescenta 504, H6 5 32,776 10384sf 1959 04/23/08 352.67 5/173 979,000 979,000
La Crescenta 504, F5 4 32,379 11761sf1971 10/18/07 414.04 193/193 1,265,000 985,000
La Crescenta 504, E6 5 52,800 11676sf 1939 04/25/08 392.50 5/362 1,099,000 1,099,000
La Crescenta 504, F5 4 32712 18146sf1969 02/04/08 414.80 85/85 1,124,950 1,124,950
La Crescenta 504, F6 5 32,829 12340sf 1976 03/16/08 402.62 45/164 1,139,000 1,139,000
La Crescenta 504, F6 4 33,156 7321sf2005 02/20/08 386.25 70/70 1,275,000 1,219,000
La Crescenta 504, H5 4 3,569 35284sf 1983 03/04/08 476.32 56/66 1,700,000 1,700,000
Averages 1,910 442.99 51/105 838,508 815,009
High 1,700,000 Low 499,000 Median 699,000
City Map BdBth SqFt LotSzYear Date $/SqFt DOM/CDOM Orig Price List Price
Glendale 504,E6 3 21,132 5768sf1950 02/29/08 528.71 114/114 688,500 598,500
La Crescenta 504, E6 - 3 21,504 6138sf1950 04/19/08 475.40 61/61 749,500 715,000
La Crescenta 504, G5 3 2 1,920 40950sf 1968 03/13/08 416.15 62/573 799,000 799,000
La Crescenta 504, G6 4 32,666 8050sf1988 02/07/08 322.21 104/193 859,000 859,000
La Crescenta 504, F5 3 32,450 12840sf 1965 04/25/08 357.51 15/16 875,900 875,900
Averages 1,934 420.00 71191 794,380 769,480
High 875,900 L.ow 598,500 Median 799,000
City Map Bd Bth SqFt LotSzYear Date $/SqFt DOM/CDOM Orig Price List Price
Glendale 504,E6 2 1 933 5590sf1940 03/10/08 481.78 9/8 449,500 449,500
La Crescenta 504, F6 3 32,482 10066sf 1947 04/02/08 288.07 7143 715,000 715,000
La Crescenta 504, F6 3 21,772 6200sf 1947 03/03/08 426.07 7/7 755,000 755,000
La Crescenta 504, F6 4 32,256 19300sf 1968 04/23/08 487.15 111/336_ 1,149,000 ~ 1,099,000
Averages 1,861 420.77 34/124 767,125 754,625
High 1,099,000 Low 449 500 Median 735,000
City Map Bd Bth SqFt LotSzYear Date $/SqFt DOM/CDOM Orig Price List Price Sale Price SP%LF
LaCrescenta 504,F6 1 1 872 5250sf1947 03/14/08 516.06 190/190 535,000 499,000 450,000 90.2¢
LaCrescenta 504, F6 2 1 821 9150sf1948 03/14/08. 572.47 120/120 525,000 499,000 470,000 94.2(
LaCrescenta 504, G6 2 1 968 3999sf1960 11/30/07 506.20 46/160 539,000 499,000 490,000 98.2(
LaCrescenta 504, F6 2 1 903 5454sf 1947 08/21/07 607.97 13/13 549,000 549,000 549,000 100.0¢
Glendale 504,E6 3 21,302 6300sf1953 12/27/07 426.27 129/129 669,000 588,000 555,000 . 94.4(
La Crescenta 504, E6 3 21,460 5350sf1951 04/17/08 390.41 163/163 679,000 599,000 570,000 952(
La Crescenta 504, F5 3 22,134 7190sf 1948 02/14/08 269.45 1571157 718,950 599,950 575,000 95.8(
La Crescenta 504, E6 3 21,031 5250sf1950 07/03/07 560.62 1615 598,000 598,000 578,000 96.7(
LaCrescenta 504, F6 2 21,481 7200sf1954 03/28/08 398.38 1010 599,000 599,000 580,000 98.5(
Glendale 504, E6 3 11,136 5656sf1947 07/20/07 536.97 29/29 609,000 609,000 610,000 100.2(
Glendale 504,E6 3 11,132 6140sf1950 07/31/07 546.82 79/79 649,000 619,000 619,000 100.0(
Glendale 504,E6 3 21,238 9316sf 1954 04/01/08 504.85 29/159 675,000 675,000 625000 92.6(
Presented By: Dick Clubb / National R.E. Pagliuso Phone: 818-248-8071  x19
Featured properties may not be listed by the office/agent presenting this brochure. (RAPO4 -0

Information is provided as a courtesy by the i-Tech MLS, has not been verified, is not guaranteed, and is subject to change. The method and
manner of calculating Days On Market (DOM) may not reflect the total number of days a property has been made availabie for sale.
Copyright ©2008 Rapattoni Corporation. All rights reserved.
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MLS CMA Report (216)

Listings as of 04/30/08 at 8:44pm

RESIDENTIAL
Address

5123 Ramsdell Ave
3311 Santa Carlotta St
3235 Los Olivos Ln
3348 Paraiso Way
3308 Burritt Way
3245 Henrietta Ave
3415 Gromer Ter
5229 Maryland Ave
5229 Maryland Ave
3234 Henrietta Ave
3150 Brookhill St
2418 Rockdell St
4835 New York Ave
2705 Starfall Dr
3320 Burritt Way
3049 Alabama St
2947 Cloudcrest Rd
4929 Trend Terrace
4814 Ramsdell Ave
3219 Henrietta Ave
2720 Harmony P
3461 Brookhili St
5050 Carolyn Way
2547 Upper Ter
2531 Olive Ave
2512 Olive Ave
5431 Pine Glen Rd
5430 La Crescenta Ave
2728 Brierhaven Dr
2726 Timberlake Dr
2976 Hawkridge Dr
3138 Orange Ave
2716 Henrietta Ave
Listing Count 45

Report Count 80

\ Page 2 of .
) )
CMA Report
Page ¢
City Map Bd Bth SqFt LotSzYear Date $/SqFt DOM/CDOM Orig Price List Price Sale Price SP%LI
La Crescenta 504, F6 2 21,480 6510sf1953 08/31/07 425.00 50/50 679,000 649,000 629,000 96.9(
Glendale 504,E6 3 11,132 6850sf1950 09/01/07 560.95 15115 645000 645,000 635000 98.4(
La Crescenta 504, E7 3 11,240 6120sf1947 11/14/07 512.10 47/47 649,000 649,000 635,000 97.8(
Glendale 504,E6 3 21,450 5768sf1947 08/03/07 440.69 13/13 639,000 639,000 639,000 100.0(
La Crescenta 504, E6 3 21,312 6400sf 1950 11/30/07 495.43 82/82 799,000 650,000 650,000 100.0(
La Crescenta 504, E6 3 21,509 6720sf1947 08/17/07 434.06 211185 648,500 648,500 655,000 101.0(
La Crescenta 504, E5 2 11,176 7400sf1950 08/31/07 556.97 - 53/53 738,599 689,000 655000 95.1(
Glendale 504,E5 2 21,390 11330sf 1950 08/03/07 485.61 1017101 725,000 699,000 675,000 96.6(
Glendale 504,E5 2 11,390 11330sf 1950 08/03/07 485.61 7272 649,950 649950 675,000 103.9(
Glendale 504,E6 5 32,589 6300sf1947 12/28/07 260.72 64/190 799,000 675,000 675,000 100.0t
La Crescenta 504, F6 4 21,466 5610sf1948 07/02/07 467.94 28/91 679,000 679,000 686,000 101.0(
La Crescenta 504, H6 3 32,026 19530sf 1947 02/28/08 340.57 80/80 839,000 799,000 690,000 86.4(
Glendale 504,E6 4 32,506 12315sf 1054 04/24/08 279.33 68/68 679,000 679,000 700,000 103.1(
La Crescenta 504, G5 4 22002 9700sf1972 04/16/08 354.65 27/27 799,000 725,000 710,000 97.9(
La Crescenta 504, E6 3 21,876 5656sf 1950 07/17/07 381.13 15/106 729,000 729,000 715,000 98.1(
La Crescenta 504, F7 3 21,577 5300sf1950 04/10/08 466.07 57/57 759,000 749,000 735000 98.1(
La Crescenta 504, F5 4 32611 10810sf1959 04/15/08 287.25 41177 799,000 799,000 750,000 93.9(
La Crescenta 504, D5 4 21,966 8100sf1964 11/27/07 384.03 54/54 779,000 719,000 755,000 105.0(
La Crescenta 504, F7 4 32,376 5246sf 1989 03/17/08 324.07 122/326 819,000 799,000 770,000 96.4
Glendale 504,E6 3 21,733 6160sf1949 09/14/07 44547 1212 779,000 779,000 772,000 99.1(
La Crescenta 504, G6 3 21,586 6930sf1955 08/22/07 488.65 25/25 769,000 769,000 775,000 100.8(
Glendale 504,E5 3 31,854 8300sf1965 01/20/08 423.95 4/294 800,000 875,000 786,000 89.8
La Crescenta 504, D5 4 31,700 8899sf1958 08/21/07 494.12 18/18 859,000 859,000 840,000 97.8(
La Crescenta 504, G6 3 21,869 7684sf1956 01/17/08 452.11 76/76 879,000 859,000 845,000 98.4(
La Crescenta 504, G6 4 32,095 4660sf 1963 07/24/07 417.66 57/96 969,000 899,000 875000 97.3
La Crescenta 504, G6 3 22,140 6800sf 1960 08/07/07 411.22 99/99 069,000 890,000 880,000 98.9
LaCrescenta 504, G7 4 42292 9400sf1964 11/02/07 388.31 94/94 1,000,000 1,000,000 890,000 8.0
La Crescenta 504, G6 4 22,080 7331sf1973 08/09/07 432.69 41/41 904,000 904,000 900,000 99.6¢
La Crescenta 504, G6 3 21,920 7650sf 1964 07/24/07 486.98 36/36 949,000 949,000 935,000 98.5(
La Crescenta 504, G6 4 32292 9700sf1965 00/21/07 421.03 53/53 1,125,000 990,000 965,000 97.5(
La Crescenta 504, F5 4 32,476 27880sf 1971 08/20/07 454.36 77177 - 1,249,000 1,199,000 1,125,000 93.8
La Crescenta 504, F6 5 33,170 9910sf1999 08/01/07 409:78 65/65 1,299,000 1,299,000 1,299,000 100.0(
La Crescenta 504, G7 5 32,921 7540sf1991 07/18/07 445.04 1111 129,950 1,299,950 1,299,950 100.0(
Averages 1,726 443.33 59/89 752,843 750,541 731,154 07.4.
High 1,299,950 Low 450,000 Median 686,000
Report Averages 1782 440.61 56/102 783,995 772,881 731,154
Presented By: Dick Clubb / National R.E. Pagliuso Phone: 818-248-8071  x19
Featured properties may not be listed by the office/agent presenting this brochure. (RAPO4 -0
Information is provided as a courtesy by the i-Tech MLS, has not been verified, is not guaranteed, and is subject to change. The method and manner of
calculating Days On Market (DOM) may not reflect the total number of days a property has been made available for sale.
Copyright ©2008 Rapattoni Corporation. All rights reserved.
4/30/200¢
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Sackett, Jodie

From: Sacketft, Jodie

Sent: Thursday, April 24, 2008 3:02 PM

To: ‘Danette & Kerry Erickson'

Subject: RE: La Crescenta Question on PM063010
Hi Danette,

Thank you for your interest in this proposed project. Although building setbacks are not being considered at this
stage with the proposed subdivision {since no structures are requested to be approved at this time), the Code
(Title 22- Zoning Ordinance) allows an exception fo the standard 20-foot front yard setback on properties that
have front yard slopes of 20 percent or greater. Mr. Rogic's property meets the criteria, and the Code states
that the setbacks may be reduced up to 50 percent (or 10 feet).

The Variance <_:urrenﬂy propqsed is for overall lot area size, not setbacks. The plans for new proposed
residences, to include compliance with all yard setbacks, will be reviewed at a later stage prior to the issuance

of building permits.

Project materials can be reviewed on the internet at hitp://planning.lacounty.gov/case.him , items are listed in
numerical order.

The tentative parcel map is not available for review on the internet, but it is available at the La Crescenta
Library-- the library address is indicated in the public hearing nofice.

Regards, -

Jodie Sackett

Land Divisions Section

————— Original Message-----

From: Danette & Kerry Erickson [mailto:danette7@charter.net]
Sent: Wednesday, April 23, 2008 9:58 PM

To: Sackett, Jodie

Subject: La Crescenta Question on PM063010

>
>
>Dear Jodie,

>
>Does this project meet the front setbacks of 20 feet required by

>existing county code for this area? If not, what are the setbacks

>and why would such a variance be grantede Is there anyway fo review
>this project on the internete

>

>Most concerned,

>

>Danette Erickson

>

>

>
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May 1, 2008

To: Mr. Jodie Sackett
Senior Regional Planning Assistant
Department of Regional Planning
Land Divisions Section
320 West Temple Street, Room 1382
Los Angeles, California 90012

From: Mr. Peter Taranto
2712 Rockpine Lane
La Crescenta, California 91214

Subject: Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010
Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5)
Conditional Use Permit Case No 52005-00151-(5)

Dear Mr. Sackett,

I am submitting this letter as a written statement of my objections to the subject proposal. 1will
be attending the Public Hearing on May 21, but want to submit a written objection so that this can
be including for consideration by the Planning Commission. n the report package to be reviewed
by the Planning Commission.

I purchased this house 8 years ago. The main attraction is that the Pinecrest development, and
especially Rockpine Lane is a quict, well-established community. I especially enjoy the fact that
the north side of the Rockpine, across from my property, remains an undeveloped hillside.

The Rogics propose to subdivide their Willowhaven lot into 3 lots, and build two houses along
the north side of Rockpine. This self-serving project will destroy the natural ambience on
Rockpine, but has NO impact on their Willowhaven property. In addition, their proposal of
terracing the hillside and removing 2114 cubic feet of dirt will no doubt destabilize the hill.
Please note that there is a swimming pool on top of the hill and we are in the Sierra Madre Fault

zone!

I understand that the Rogics made a similar proposal in 1985 that was rejected by the LA County
Planning Commission. Reason for the rejection was: The property was not physically suitable
for development. 1 see no reason why it would be suitable in 2008.

Please take into consideration the impact of the project to the characteristics and safety of the
Rockpine residents. Along with 14 of the homeowners on Rockpine, I have signed a petition
opposing this project. Clearly, the community is against this project.

I ask that you and the Planning Commission reject this proposal

Yours truly,

W Fﬂ,a’ /

e

Peter Taranto




May 1, 2008
To:  Mr. Jodie Sackett

Senior Regional Planning Assistant
Department of Regional Planning g ———
Land Divisions Section : ") = @ E | \" % r\\
320 West Temple Street, Room 1382 L ‘ H
Los Angeles, California 90012 !'\ MAY B 2008 { ]é

i ' ) }

From: Mr. Gordon Wood

G

2713 Rockpine Lane

La Crescenta, California 91214

Subject: Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010
Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5)
Conditional Use Permit Case No 52005-00151-(5)

Ladies and Gentlemen,

This letter is to express my strong opposition to the subject project. The proposed
changes would allow structures that are not consistent with the characteristics of the
neighborhood, inconsistent with the hillside management provisions of the General Plan
and possibly dangerous to future occupants and neighbors.

I have lived immediately east of Mr. Rogic’s property at 2713 Rockpine Lane since 1990.

I selected this property because it was in an established, quiet, peaceful neighborhood.
Adjacent slopes had been in place since 1965. I felt that the slopes had achieved a stable
angle of repose, endured some significant rains and so were unlikely to become unstable.

The Pinecrest Tract was developed in the early sixties by Webster Wiley. All of the plots
in the Pinecrest Tract are over 100 feet deep and all homes have a minimum of 20 to 25
foot setback. Driveway slopes are less than 20 degrees. Pinecrest homes are generally
less than 18 feet in height.

By contrast, the proposed homes would be balanced on some hundreds of lineal feet of
terraced retaining walls running the entire 200+ foot length of the properties, rising at
least 38 feet up the slope and topped by a 25,000 gallon swimming pool. Buildings would
reach a height of 30 feet. I am estimating the height of the garage floor (from the “South
Elevation” rendering) to be at least 3 feet above the street. With a five-foot setback, the
driveway slope would be about 60 percent.

I invite the Commission and the Staff to visit the location in person prior to approving the
proposal. It would become very clear once you see the topography of the general area
that it is NOT suitable for subdivision or building houses per the proposal.
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On page 8 of 11 of the Staff Report, Staff Evaluation under “Variance” section B.
Willowhaven Drive please note the following statements:

Item 1. Specifically, on the subject property-side of Willowhaven Drive there are seven
parcels with a net lot area between area 7,256 and 8,700 square feet.

Item 2. The two parcels directly adjacent to the east and west of the subject property on
Willowhaven Drive each have a net lot area less than the applicant’s proposed 7,724
square feet.

These two statements are accurate, BUT incredibly misleading. The Willowhaven lots are
virtually dead flat and buildable. The reason they are flat is that they are cut at the top of
a steep slope. The toe of that slope is at the north side of Rockpine Lane. The proposed
new parcels are on Rockpine Lane at the bottom of the slope that supports these flat
properties. If Webster Wiley had decided to subdivide the north side of Rockpine Lane,
he would have eliminated the flag lots off Willowhaven Drive, moved the slope back by
100 feet and created six flat buildable lots on the north side of Rockpine Lane. I am not a
developer, but clearly the required excavation made that choice uneconomical. My point
is that the comparisons between steep proposed parcels on the north side of Rockpine
Lane and flat lots on the south side of Willowhaven Drive are irrelevant and intentionally

misleading.
Similarly, in the “Rockpine Lane” section on the same page are these statements:

1. Along Rockpine Lane, there are eight parcels with a net lot area between 7,700 and
8,100 square feet.

2. Four of the eight parcels along Rockpine Lane each have a net lot area less than the
applicant’s proposed 7,724 square.

3. Lastly, one parcel directly across Rockpine Lane from the subject property has a net
lot area of less than 7,724 square feet.

Plots on the south side of Rockpine Lane are (as staff observes) of an area similar to the
proposed new parcels. However, it should be noted that each of these plots is over 100
feet deep and has a flat pad sufficient in size to allow any of the three floor plans of the
original Webster Wiley development to exist without requiring any retaining walls. If one
were to climb 100 feet (the length of a “standard” lot) north from Rockpine Lane on Mr.
Rogic’s property he/she would be in the middle of his existing swimming pool.

As indicated in the section about the lots on Willowhaven Drive, the two types of lots on
Rockpine Lane are not comparable. The north side of Rockpine Lane is a 40 to 50 degree
slope and lots on the south side are virtually flat and over 100 feet deep.

I fail to see how the proposed project can be described as “improvements”. I do not
believe this proposal does anything to enhance or improve this community. I firmly
believe that it will reduce the value of my home and other surrounding properties. Most
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importantly, this project certainly subjects the neighborhood to the hazards of land
slippage and washouts.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Please feel free to contact me if I can answer
any questions or clarify my objections. I can be reached at 818-303-4499.




May 1, 2008

To: Mr. Jodie Sackett
Senior Regional Planning Assistant
Department of Regional Planning
Land Divisions Section
320 West Temple Street, Room 1382
Los Angeles, California 90012

From: Mrs Rosemary Toby
2636 Willowhaven
La Crescenta, California 91214

Subject: Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010
Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5) :
Conditional Use Permit Case No 52005-00151-(5)

Dear Mr. Sackett,

My late husband and I moved into this house when it was new back in 1965. We love this quiet
community. In 43 years, we have watched businesses developed in La Crescenta. Our Pinecrest
community remains a quiet, friendly and intimate neighborhood.

I oppose the subdivision of the subject lots and the building of two houses that will look very
difference from the existing homes. Iam also concerned that cutting into the hillside will cause it

to become unstable.

Please reject this proposal and help keep this neighborhood intact.

Yours truly,

s. Rosemary Toby

._.,__.._._.._) P
e




May 1, 2008

To:  Mr. Jodie Sackett
Senior Regional Planning Assistant
Department of Regional Planning
Land Divisions Section
320 West Temple Street, Room 1382 — ——
Los Angeles, California 90012 D E @ = B Y/ E:?: l T

|

From: Mrs. Anna Seu .
2713 Rockpine Lane : || MAY 6 2008 U

La Crescenta, California 91214

Subject: Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010
Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5)
Conditional Use Permit Case No 52005-00151-(5)

Dear Mr. Sackett,

First of all, thank you for taking time out on April 22 to meet with us. Again, I apologize
for the unscheduled interruption of your busy day.

I have strong objections to the proposed project Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010. This
letter serves as my written documentation of my objections. I will be out of the country
on May 21%, and will not be able to attend the hearing in person. Therefore, I kindly ask
that you included my letter for review by the Planning Commission.

My main objection: The proposed subdivision of the lot, terracing the hillside and
eventual construction of two (2) new houses will destroy the characteristic and ambience
of the neighborhood. The Pinecrest area was developed in the mid-1960. It is an
established neighborhood. All the houses in and around the Subject Parcel are of three
basic home styles. Many of the homes have been upgraded and remodeled, but ALL the
remodeling has been interior or in the backyards. None of the remodeling has made
significant visible changes to the look, feel and characteristics of the original
development. The artist rendition of the two proposed houses bears absolutely no
resemblance to the neighborhood. They will stick out like two sore thumbs.

I understand that the proposed building rendition may not be required as part of the
subdivision proposal. However, the appearance and visual impact of the two proposed
houses should be taken into account as you and the Commission evaluate the merits of
the proposal. The artist rendition of the houses can be viewed on the Crescenta Valley
Town Council website: www.crescentavalleytowncouncil.org. Click on the ‘Land Use’

tab, and then on the “Willowhaven’ tab.

You can clearly see that the drawings are incomplete, inaccurate and purposely
misleading. They do not substantiate information that the applicant has submitted to the




Department of Regional Planning. I ask that you please take a moment to look at the
drawings. A picture is worth a thousand words!

T am not alone in this objection. Please note that the two proposed houses will be built on
Rockpine Lane, and can only be accessed from Rockpine Lane. Fact is, 14 out of 15
homes with Rockpine address have signed the petition opposing this project. The one
home that did not sign is vacant and on the market, and the owner cannot be reached.

I have several observations and concerns after reviewing the “Staff Report, May 21, 2008
Regional Planning Commission Public Hearing.” I appreciate that your evaluation is
based on information provided by the applicant. In the following cases that I am citing, I
question the accuracy and integrity of the information you received. Irequest that these
concerns be addressed by the applicant prior to approval.

1. Page 1 of 11 — under Urban Hillside Management: The proposed terraced grading
is designed to reduce the overall impacts of the existing hillside’
Page 4 of 11 — the development shall ‘apply innovative approaches to housing
placement (including stepped multi-level designs) ...
Page 9 of 11 — Under Hillside Management CPU item A-2 the project employs a
sensitive terrace grading design to minimize the impact...
There are many such vague, tenuous and imprecise statements all through the
document, too many to list here.

Concern: “Reduce” and “Minimize” do not mean eliminate. There are no
quantifying fact and figures in the entire document. “Innovative approaches”

does not mean proven technology. The hillside is 40% to 50% incline. Removing
2,114 cubic feet of dirt from the hillside in this the Sierra Madre Fault zone
cannot be glossed over with nebulous statement and claims. This is especially
important as the removed dirt currently supports a swimming pool that will
remain on Parcel 3, on the top of the hillside.

2. Page3 of 11 —Project was first proposed in 1985 to construct one additional
home. It was rejected by LA County Hearing Officer, denial sustained by County
Regional Planning Commission, denial sustained by LA County Board of
Supervisors for the reason that ‘the proposal was inconsistent with the hillside
management provision of the General Plan and the site was not physically
suitable for development.”

Concern: The hillside has not changed since that time. If it was not suitable for
building one additional house in 1985, how can it be suitable for building two
houses in 2008?

3. Page 6 of 11 ~ Applicant is proposing a density of 4.1 dwelling units per acre,
which exceeds the midpoint threshold.

Concern: On what basis is this request for variance approved?



4. Page 6 of 11 — Under Hillside Management item 4. The proposed development
demonstrates creative and imaginative design resulting in a visual quality that
will complement community character and benefit current and future residents.

Objection: I cannot speak for ‘future’ residents, but 14 out of 15 current
Rockpine residents see no benefit and strongly disagree with this arrogant
statement. The drawings of the proposed houses absolutely do not complement
the community and neighborhood. As stated previously, the development will
destroy the characteristics of the Pinecrest neighborhood.

5. Page 7 of 11 — At the time of writing, staff has not received any correspondence
regarding the project proposal.

Request: Please amend this statement prior to submission to the Commission.
Aside from this letter, I understand from our meeting that you have received a
Petition with 50+ signatures opposing this project.

6. Page 11 of 11 —item 3. 7he current design proposes increased open space
within the rear yard and a minimum set back distance of 40 feet for Parcel 1 and
28 feet for Parcel 2. .

Concern: This is an erroneous statement, made to mislead the Planning
Department. The stated 40 feet and 28 feet set back cannot be verified. If the
applicant is measuring from Parcel 3 on Willowhaven, this may be true. The fact
is, Parcels 1 and 2 will have NO access from Willowhaven. If the subdivision is
approved, both of these parcels will be accessed from Rockpine Lane. It is
physically impossible to have a 28 feet set back from the street. This is outright
trickery to maneuver around variance requirements.

I have reviewed the entire 67 pages of the package downloaded from Planning
Commission Website and have the following concerns: (The following page numbers are
for the entire 67 pages.)

7. Page 20 of 67 — item 3: Permission is granted to provide minimum five feet of
front yard set back distance each for Parcel Nos 1 and 2...

Concern: What are the bases for this approval? ALL the houses in the
neighborhood have a minimum of 20 to 25 feet of set back from the street to the
garage. Both of the proposed houses will access their garages from Rockpine,
and therefore, should have the minimum 20 feet set back from Rockpine.

If approval for the R-10000 variance on the lot size is based on the justification
that these 2 lots are similar in size to the ones on Rockpine. Logic then follows
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that these two lots must also conform to the set back distance like all the houses
on Rockpine. '

8. Page 25 of 67 — Item 27: No construction equipment or vehicles shall be parked
or stored on any existing or private streets.

Concern: This is physically impossible for the proposed lots. The hillside on
which parcels 1 and 2 reside comes right up to the sidewalk. There is no flat
space for either of these lots. Please request that the applicant submit a plan on
how this condition can be met prior to approval of the proposal.

9. Pg570f67-TtemD : Is the proposed use out-of-character in comparison to
adjacent uses....

Concern: the “NO” box is checked. I absolutely disagree for the reasons already
stated in this letter. _ '

Please feel free to contact me at 818-957-7995 or email anna.seu@earthlink.net prior to
May 15, 2008 if you need additional information or clarification from me.

Again, thank you for meeting with us and for your further assistance in addressing my
concerns.
Yours truly,

o~ n

/

Anna Seu

CC: Crescenta Valley Town Council Land Use Committee



May 1, 2008
To:  Crescenta Valley Town Council Land Use Committee

From: Mrs. Anna Seu
2713 Rockpine Lane
La Crescenta, California CA

Subject: Subdivision Proposal from Alex and Radoslava Rogic

Dear Committee,

I am putting in writing my objection to the proposed subdivision. Our small Rockpine Lane
community in the Pinecrest Development is well established and the homes are homogenous.
The hillside on Rockpine has blessedly been stable through the several earthquakes and
rainstorms in the past few decades.

Mr. Rogic’s self serving proposal to subdivide his property and build 2 houses downhill from his
Willow Haven property will destroy the characteristics, look and feel of our neighborhood.

e There will be multiple retaining walls extending the full 214 feet of the Rockpine Lane
frontage and 40 feet up the hill.

e The proposed buildings are 28 feet high. None of the houses in the neighborhood are
more then 20 feet high.

e Houses in this development are of 3 basic plans. The proposed houses bear no
resemblance to the existing homes.

e The “Site Plan” shows that the driveway to the houses has a 5-foot setback. ALL houses
along Rockpine have a minimum of 20 feet. It is not clear from the plans what is the
slope of the driveway.

e Mr. Rogic proposes to cut into the hillside and remove 2114 cubit feet of dirt for the
development. This will no double destabilize the hillside that supports a swimming pool.

The drawings that Mr. Rogic submitted to the Town Council and currently available on the
website are incomplete and misleading.

e The “Site Plan” indicates two houses to be built along Rockpine. The ‘South Elevation”
shows only one house. '
e The East elevation and West elevation views are from between the 2 houses. They are

NOT views of the development.
e The Section plan shows the height of the building, but does not indicate the elevation

above the street.



3 0

I have also reviewed the LA County Planning Commission Staff Report and have many
concerns. I have documented my concerns in a letter to the LA County Planning Department; a
copy of the letter is attached for your consideration.

I am not alone in my objection. 50+ Pinecrest residents have signed a petition opposing this
project. More significantly, 14 out of 15 homes with Rockpine Lane address (which the 2 houses

will be built on) have signed the petition. The one house that did not sign is vacant and on the
market. The owner cannot be reached.

My travel commitment prevents me from attending the Town Council Meeting on May 15, 2008.
I am submitting this letter in advance to voice my objection.

Please examine Mr. Rogic’s presentation carefully, and evaluate its merits based on facts.

Yours truly,

Anna Seu

CC: Mr. Jodie Sackette, LA Regional Planning
Attachment
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(EF/771/08)
Erwin J. Fellner
2734 Rockpine Lane
La Crescenta, CA 91214
Department of Regional Planning May 6, 2008

320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Commissioners.

Subject: Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010-(5)
Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5)
Cnditional Use Permit Case No. 2005-00151-(5)

First I want to say that sixtythree (63) of the property
owners have signed in opposition regarding the proposed
subdivision.

I can also assure you that none of the property owners

were considering this being a personal matter but felt that
it is inconsistent with the County General Plan and incom-
patible with the charackter of the neighborhood.

Mr. Rogic,s plan to subdivide and build is in violation

of the long standing Declaration of Conditions and

Ristrictions (DC & R's) as recorded in the official County
Records in 1965.

The DC&R is a living document and enforceable (see Par. 12&13).

Twehtytwo years ago in 1986 Mr. Rogic®s attempt to subdivide
for one (1) additional building was denied. The judgment
¥endered by the Regional Planning Department clearly
deliniating reason and rational why it was denied.

A letter to this effect was forwarded by the Department of
R&gionale Planning to Mr. Rogic and six persons who spoke

in opposition to the proposed subdivision.

I have seriouse concerns after reviewing the Staff Report,
May 21, 2008 Regional Planning Commission Public hearing.

1
| OMAY 8 2008

H
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The following paragraphs are of interest and I question
the accuracy of the information submitted to your office.

Page 1 of 11 = Urban hillside Mgmt. (Physical Features)
--% with slopes varying from moderate to steep--"

Page 3 of 11 - Hillside  Mgmt.
-—— " The subject property contains hillside slopes

greater than 25%---"

Page 5-of 25 - Initial Study ‘Determination Letter
( Hazard -1 Geotechnical).
" Will the project entail substantial grading and/or
alteration of topography including slopes of more
than 25% ?? The "NO" box is checked..

In these critical paragraphs or in any other of this pro-
posal not a single reference is made to the fact slopes
are typically 40-50 %.

Page 4 Of 11 - Hillside Mgmt.
"--- They will each have building pad areas that
useteérraced grading to preserve the naturally existing

hillside-—-n"

Page 6 of 11 - Hillside Mgmt. Par. 2 & 4
»:That~the proposed project is compatible with the
NATURAL, BIOTIC, CULTURAL, SCENIC AND OPEN SPACE
RESOURCES OF THE AREA.

"-That the proposed project development demonstrates
creative and imaginative design resulting in a wvisual
quality that will complement community character---"

The property on the south side (Rockpine Lane) is 214 FT.
long. Grading of 170 FT. length, 45 FT. up-hill, retaining
walls 10 FT. high and removing 59,000 FT3 of dirt/rocks.

I can assure you there will be nothing left from

THE NATURALLY EXISTING HILLSIDE.

In regard to Par. 2:& 4 , Hillside Mgmt.

These paragraphs read like a sales brochure written
by a poet.

Page 9 of 11- Hillside Mgmt., Par. B ( Quality of Design)
1. Preserve Natural Features (My ouestion; wich one) ?
2. Preserve significant views (Whos views) ?

4. Apply innovative approaches to house placement --
--- with a minimum amount of disturbance to the

hillside.
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Page 9 of 11~ Hillside Mgmt., Par. B (CONT.)

I think I have answered this at the above Page 6 of 11
(The property on the south side)

Page 10 of 11- Hillside Mgmt., Par. B (Quality of design).
" The terraced second story that rests NATURALLY
on the undisturbed hillside".

This is for the western second story structure only.

w-—...,_—....—.o—————_——_———.——-....__..__—_......__.——_--———————-—

Why does it require to grade 66 FT. Long, 23 FT. deep into
the hillside and 10 FT. high in addition to two (2) 10 FT.
retaining walls 66 FT. long ?? “--- If it is restlng
naturally on the undisturbed hillside.

Relative to " DESIGN AND VISUAL QUALITIES "

- — - . T O e WD WA e ACn D MR M R W M s G W N P G WD S NP T M M M e e s

Aside of the proposed 5 FT. setback (A SFT. driveway)

The house pad is set back 10 FT., elevated 10 FT. from the
lot line. The house structure is 29 FT. high. A 9 FT.
concrete block wall in front through most of the 170 FT.
long structure. Retaining walls will go up 45 FT. from

the 1ot line and protrude 6 FT.over the roof top approx.
120 FT. long. Additionally:

In the approx. symmetrical center line of both structures
is a 40 ¥T. East/West opening 35 FT. long starting from the
new created swale sloping at 58% downhill to a 6 FT.

splash wall ". This 40 FT. East/West opening will be framed
by 6 FT. walls running North to South ultimately closed
with an 11 FT. wall on th south side.

Page 15 of 25~ Initial Study Determination Letter
(Visual Qualities)
" Is the proposed use out-of -character in compa-
rison to adjacent uses because of hight, bulk or
other features*? THE " NO " BOX IS CHECKED .

I am certain no comments are needed for the last three
paragraphs. If this is reading being a nightmare, it is not.
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This brings me to the ARCHITECTURAL RENDERINGS & EXHIBIT " A ".

On the face of drawings and for the six (6) sections scale
is indicated to be 1"=20 FT.

Based on:the reports of the various departments in this
proposal, these drawings seem to be approved.

There are several oversights (ERRORS)

The lower pad for the western house is about 7 FT. deep
but needs to accept an 18 FT. building consequently, this
will change the grading of section B-B (Strangely we have
£wo (2 ea) section B-B ?7).

Section B-B, C-C & E-E are missleading.

The sections have no Eference point from the south side
(Rockpine Lane)

The slope of all three sections are presented at 25-27% approx.
where the hillside is in fact 40 - 50 %. This will change
the grading picture significantly.

Section C-C is showing four walls 11 FT,8,FT, 11FT & 5 FT.
There is no rference where the no.one 11 FT. wall is located ?
The next wall is 8 FT. the vertical distance between these

two walls is 7FT.

By comparing this with the Site Plan and Exhibit "A" I find
the 11 FT. wall is 9 FT. and the 8 FT. wall is 6 FT. with a
vertical distance between being 4FT. ?7?? So what is it ?

Two more walls up-slope one 11 FT. the other 5 FT. are not
shown at all on the Site Plan or Exhibit "A".

(But thats not all)

Section B-B & E-E are missing a 7 FT. high retaining wall
respectively 50 FT. and 70 FT. long.

I have said that before; R&taining walls will go to 45 FT.
high, protruding 6 FT. above the highest point of the building.
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After analyzing these documents, Specificcally the two
Drawings; ARCHITECTURAL RENDERINGS and EXHIBIT "A" and

a substantial amount of the project proposal I have found
they are INCOMPLETE, INACCURATE AND IT SEEMS PURPOSELY
MISSLEADING. ‘

Finally, the proposed design will create a very steep 1lot
that is incompatible with the character of the neighborhood.
It does not improve the community and I believe it will
seriousely reduce the value of our home and certainly the
surrounding properties.

Based on all of the above, we object to any such subdivision
and/or building in our community.

Best Regards,
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Regional Planning Department

Attn: Jodie Sackett \ } |
320 W. Temple Street %
Los Angeles, CA 90012 l 7_" 0
Attn: Room 1362 6’

Subject: Parcel Map, PM 063010
Reference: Applicant, Alex Rojec, 2716 Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta, CA 91214

(Pinecrest Area)

Dear Commissioners,

As home owners living in the Pinecrest area, we are opposed to the proposed subdivision by the
applicants.

When properties are purchased in the Pinecrest area, the Title Insurance documents clearly
inform the buyers of the restrictions placed on the properties in this area. These restrictions are
recorded in the Los Angeles County Recorder's Office, as C C & R documents, and are public

records.

Thus, the buyers are fully aware of the restrictions placed on their property and must honor the
restrictions they agreed to when they purchased the property. When the entire C C & R
document is studied, the proposed subdivision is clearly in conflict with the established

C C & Rs, particularly regarding the setback requirements. If the setback requirements of the
C C & Rs can not be complied with, then what would be the purpose of the subdivision?

We believe that the Los Angeles County Government should also honor these legal recorded
documents and not approve the subdivision.

Fred & Joyce Garib
2746 Brierhaven Dr.
La Crescenta, CA 91214
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JACK W. ROLSTON  Geotechnical Engineer
18911 Ringling Street, Tarzana, California 91356-4018
Phone 818 345-9199 Fax 818 345- 5283 Cell 818 903-5225
geotek@earthlink.net

May 15, 2008

Mr Alex Rogic
2716 Willowhaven Drive
La Cresenta,CA 91214

2731 Rock Pine Lane
La Crescenta, CA

T have reviewed my file and the letter from John Merrill dated May 8, 2008. The
proposed grading is in a natural formation that was graded in 1965 to create building
sites for more than 80 homes. The two subject lots were graded to create a slope
of 14 horizontal to 1 vertical (33 degrees). Other cuts on the tract are 1 horizontal

to 1 vertical (45 degrees).

The proposed residential development will not be affected by hazardous geotechnical
conditions including landslides, settlement, and slippage, nor will the proposed
development adversely affect neighboring properties, provided that such

development is in conformance with the County Building Ordinance and

recommendations of the project consultants.




A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of
the proposed development. |

Signed...%
Address.....AL?

Date... L1S105. s




A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of
the proposed de elopment

Signed. a8 .
Address......./vbt‘...LZfZé/ mWLCUéﬁ QF .La@éxaoﬁ( (;AZ ,

Date......,/. /4&)@«20@:
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A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of
the proposed development.

signed..m--@gﬂﬂﬂg ..... % o | G Yoo Ca-Q2iy

Address..2&3.\.. tor e hasne. O . Lk (s caken
Date.......02 595, ...



A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of

Signed Z"“—L yed el /)/"‘%—/

Address 2653 7'/.444518/&04&0_&____(35!—5"& QAsowc‘?)

Date../é-.Z8724.............



A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of

the proposed development.




A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of
the proposed development.

Signed....... ?f"“

Address... 2877 (Mitoss Hoaven O e
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A NOTE OF SUPPORT

I was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven Drive,
La Crescenta, Ca. 91214, and I am in support of the
proposed development.

Slgned%% ..........................
Address.. @S5, Aullnibovca D vannnnnnnnn......

Signed... ST el 727]{»\— ....................

7F2. Willewhaven. De......

Date...ocenenens VY Kot IO
M

DaAte. .. 0t T D et ieeeeececccecesecncesasscessnnsnsse




A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of
the proposed development.

{7
74
= .

Signed..cl..finiinn & '




A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for

Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven

Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of

the proposed development.

Slgned\”\~\~*’-—-‘“*‘%- i ,
Address.25.1G.... e Mewem. DL L Greaeonde,
Date...\L3/QS e A



A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | 3m in sggport of
the proposed development. #

¢ 9 Lo

s

2612 PINELAWN



A NOTE OF SUPPORT

I was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of
the proposed development.

Signed....[x44...% Wi ‘/41%44&

Address QT hillew baven. Di...
Date..’./..?....s}.qf?.%................

-




A NOTE OF SUPPORT

I was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven Drive,
La Crescenta, Ca. 91214, and I am in support of the
proposed development,

vt / FEREH Rizui ..

Signed.......oooiiedeitinecneeTonn b IN, /
Address 47165, Kochk pan |
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A NOTE OF SUPPORT

I was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven Drive,
La Crescenta, Ca. 91214, and I am in support of the
proposed development.

Signed. .%///C%‘J( ,//1{&74/4’7 ..........................
Address.. 2.7 R Mot bletideg (o
Date.. .'."."5.“:7.?.. ceserssssasasesenseasesscnsessacassesiessees
Signed....... 22505 LSS NS TTROUNTA
Address. .. ZEE . HULRALES caeeeeervenrenaenaene,
Date......... G =07 A Pt
Signed......... 5o hohe Y R
Address... 21525 P UL, o, SRR, Q2 (T
Date....ceeenenainn e et eeeeeenererarnensestnaststnsoneas
Signed.. /.0 85 0eennnnnn. eeeteeasecssesssasessnsanans
Address.....a37¢3..Fae.. Sude. . 5a Swecedry.. S A ol /

DAate.... /G0 e eeeriiiieeeeerenrrieererraneseeaaaaeen

Date.......! o e B A




A NOTE OF SUPPORT

I was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven Drive,
La Crescenta, Ca. 91214, and I am in support of the

proposed development.

Signed.. [l tee S B e
Address..Cé3 . La. Leenc st dhen. Safhelsurn oF T (=t

| D YT 7 T el St LTI L

Signed. é ............. e, SR TUUTUURRORROUPON

Signed.sZ XGZHET At
Y2




A NOTE OF SUPPORT

I was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven Drive,
La Crescenta, Ca. 91214, and I am in support of the
proposed development.
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A NOTE OF SUPPORT

I was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven Drive,
La Crescenta, Ca. 91214, and I am in support of the

proposed development.

Signed....% L. WM/ML«%/ ............

Address...ﬁﬁ//.ag...m...@%.. AN S
DAt ... B0 i L e eeeiieiireueneanssesisnenransases reeene
Signed... Udidlivoang ID.ce Lot
Address...s.43.5.. izt e Bdnnnninnnnnn
Date.... L7 R L Fueenans @eieesseeeessssssesesesnssssnanas

@ g

e J % P
r’! {";v / \ 5’/’(27 (:[ Q L] .’{. . J{L .6‘5:&':‘;.{ ....................
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A NOTE OF SUPPORT

I was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven Drive,
La Crescenta, Ca. 91214, and I am in support of the
proposed development.




iy

/
p— S
/\*-._.._,.,_/
[ et
HIES

May, 9, 2008
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Regional Planning Department

Attn. Jodie Sackett
320 W Temple Street
Los Angeles, Ca 90012

Att: Room 1362

Subject Project No PM063010

Reference: Applicant, Alex Rojec, 2716 Willowhaven, La Crescenta

Dear Commissioners,

As a home owner living in the direct line of Mr. Rojec proposed building site | feel
the need to address a few points that | feel are very important. When we bought
our home in 1979 we choose Rockpine Lane as we had small children and were
assured this street would remain a street with homes on only one side it was
important for us then and it is important to us now with our grandchildren. As we
were looking at homes at that time the homes on Rockpine comped out higher
than other streets as it was more desirable to live on a street where there were
fewer homes and much less traffic. Now that that made our street so desirable
and the higher amount that was paid for these homes will be taken away from us
simply to stick two houses on the steep hill in front of ours.

We are very concerned about the safely of our homes with the building of the
two houses in front of ours with the run offs of the rains and the sliding of the
hillside who is going to reassure us home owners of our safety?



-
—

Our other concern is the curve in the street where Mr. Rojec plans to built his two
houses, it is somewhat of a blind curve and as Mr. Rojec houses will not have
much of a drive way and a steep one at best, they will be pulling out in to the
street on a blind curve. :

Mr. Rojec has tried this before | am not sure if he invented a better wheel this
time around but the fact remains that he plans to crave out the hill in front of
several of our homes and the safety and the impact it will have on our street and
our families. There are many homes for sale up here now with driveways and
yards if he wishes to buy additional homes for his family, and still protect the

safety of ours.

Thank you very much for your consideration in this matter, please excuse the
tardiness as | have been in the hospital.

Sincerely, ,
Karen Sarti

2722 Rockpine Lane
La Crescenta, CA 91214
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Geoplanning Analysis

Proposed Residential Development
Portion Lot 41, Tract 29172
Vicinity 2731 Rockpine Lane

La Crescenta

Alex Rogic
2716 Willowhaven Dr.
La Crescenta, Ca. 91214

Dear Mr. Rogic;

According to the schematic building section which you provided , your proposed development ,consisting
of two sites, can be effected with total estimated excavation of about 2200 cubic yards. As shown on Plate
2 and Section A-A of the Engineering Geologic Report dated 6/19/06 the currently existing building site
comprising the north half of lot 41 and all other now existing building sites, connecting roads and
driveways throughout Tract 29172 necessitated large scale ( massive ) grading. Plate 10 is part of the
Grading Plan of Tract 29172 which illustrates how your building site and those of your neighbors were
graded in 1965.

Each of the Plates contained in Engineering Geologic Report 6/19/06 is intended to compare and contrast
proposed excavation of 2200 cubic yards necessary to effect not only the building footprints but also the
required setbacks. More than 1,000, 000 cubic yards were graded in development of Tract 29172.

The building code embodies excavation of building site(s) such as yours within the building permit process

ithestit requi;gnt f?/a ng permit. The reasoning is obvious.
' U !
A 1

ost sincerely;



Letters of Support



A LETTER OF SUPPORT

I have been living at my present home at 2765 Rockpine Lane
for more than 30 years. For many years I have been
wondering why the north side of our street has never been
developed. I realize the sloping terrain represents a
challenge to building houses there, but I always thought
that with a careful planning and an environmentally
sensitive design it could be done.

Recently I have seen the plans prepared by Alex Rogic,
Architect, to build two houses on the lower portion of his
lot, at the beginning of Rockpine Lane. The land where Mr.
Rogic intends to develop is steep, but has an exceptionally
wide frontage. I like the manner in which the houses follow
the terrain and blend with the surroundings. Contrary to
what I expected, the retaining walls are kept to a very
reasonably heights, in the range from 6 to 8 feet. I also
appreciate that these houses will not block anyone’'s view,

or intrude on anyone’s privacy.

Building new houses will improve the value of other homes
on our street, would eliminate brush fire hazard and would
contribute to a more efficient use of already existing
water and sewer system on Rockpine Lane. For these reasons
I wholeheartedly support the Rogics’ efforts and wish them
best luck in realizing their project.

Cend®/

Ferh Rizk
2765 Rockpine Lane
La Crescenta CA 91214

o:/cu[og




LETTER OF SUPPORT

My name is Jelena Rasovich, and I live at 2653 Timberlake Drive, La
Crescenta. I am aware that Alex and Radoslava Rogic, who live less than 400
feet from my home, are proposing to build two new houses at their over-sized

lot at 2716 Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta, CA.

I know Alex and Radoslava for a very long time and can attest they are well-
respected citizens in the community, showing their interest in local affairs
having closely followed the work of Crescenta Valley Council for a number of
years now. They have been living at their house for 29 years, not as long as I

have in mine, but long enough.

I hold a masters degree in chemistry and when I worked I was employed by JPL
as a senior scientist. Although architecture is a different field, I think I know a
good design when I see it. What Alex and Radoslava Rogic are proposing to
build looks very nice to me. I like the Mediterranean feel of the proposed
houses, with its sloping Spanish tile roofs. I know it is fire-resistant and wish I
had it on my own house. But, what like the most, is the terraced approach to
placing the houses at the hillside, which seems to reduce the building height
and is definitely different from a design that fits flat land.

I am hereby expressing my strong support for the new development and I know

it will only make our neighborhood more beautiful.

[ Vo—r—f

Jelena Rasovich



LETTER OF SUPPORT

My name is Houry Aposhian, and I have an office here in La Crescenta at 2529
Foothill Boulevard. We specialize in real estate loans. I am writing to add my
vote to those who are in favor of the project proposed by Alex and Radoslava
Rogic, the subdivision of their land at 2716 Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta,
CA. I have seen the drawings proposing two new houses to be accessed from
Rockpine Lane.

In today’s market where buildable land in the urban area has become so scarce,
this seems like an ideal way to provide new housing to two families. Not only
that it will create additional money in real estate taxes to Los Angeles County,
but it would have a positive effect on the market value of the neighborhood
homes. The design I have seen is done in a tasteful manner that respect the
environment, and once built the houses will eliminate brush fire hazard that
currently exists, given the fact that the terrain is steep and hard to maintain.
New development with proposed landscaping will diminish this fire danger.




Letter of Support

My name is Robert Guzman, and I live at 2754 Willowhaven Drive. I have followed
the evolution of the design that Alex and Radoslava Rogic have been working on.
Their project, a lot split of their rather large parcel at 2716 Willowhaven Drive, would
allow a total of three houses on the land that still would have an average of more than

10,000 SF of land per house.

I like the fact that the design utilizes the technique suitable for a hillside, and not one
that fits flar land. 1 also appreciate the amount of open space around the house that, I
am told, twice exceeds the minimum required. I also think that building new houses
would eliminate the potential of fire hazard when the brush is dry and overgrown. I
wish the Rogics good luck in their endeavors and offer my support for their project.

Robert Guzman



Letter of Support

My name is Roobik Yaghoubi, and I live at 2619 Timberlake Drive. I have seen the
drawings for the proposed development of the two new houses that Alex And
Radoslava Rogic intend to build, after subdividing their land. It is my understanding
their parcel is 0.707 of an acre (30,800 SF), and even after subdividing it, the average
size of the three lots (one, representing the portion of the lot to remain, and the two
newly created lots) will still exceed 10,000 SF. By writing this letter I'd like to express
my support for the project being proposed by the Rogics, a lot split at 2716
Willowhaven Drive in La Crescenta, CA.

I have recently rebuild my own house from the ground up, and I know what the
Rogics must be going thru, given the anxiety and hardship associated with building a
new home. I like the design of the houses, especially their staggered positioning on the
sloping terrain, which minimizes the effect of an excessive height. The drawings show
the height of the house as 28 feet and 10 inches, which is considerably less than
maximum allowed, 35 feet. Also, the size of the houses shown as 2,000 SF is an

average for our immediate neighborhood.
I think the subdivided parcels will represent a unique infill project. The exceptionally
long frontage at Rockpine Lane comes to over 107 feet for each house, which goes a

long way towards placing the buildings in a manner of following the contours of the

terrain, as opposed to cutting into the hillside.

I wish the Rogics a speedy approval and offer my full support to their project.
Roobik Yaghoubi

-0 %



LETTER OF SUPPORT

My name is Philip Lanzafame, and I live at 2645 Pinelawn Drive in Pinecrest.
Some time ago I was shown the project proposed by Alex Rogic, a lot split of
his property located on a street below mine, at 2716 Willowhaven Drive here

in La Crescenta.

I liked the architectural design of the proposed houses and how they would
blend into the hillside upon which they sit. Alex’s lot is of a unique character
as it fronts on two streets, Willowhaven Drive, which he uses to access his
present house, and Rockpine Lane, from which the two new houses will have
their access. It is my belief that the new houses would upgrade the immediate
neighborhood and raise the real estate value of the houses on that street.

For the reasons stated above, I wish to offer Alex and his wife Radoslava my
pe they succeed in the1r efforts.



Letter of Support

My name is Jeffrey Boyer, and | live at 2830 Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta. lam
writing in support of the project that is being proposed by Alex and Radoslava Rogic, the
subdivision of their land at 2716 Willowhaven Drave, in order to.build two new houses. It
is my understanding that their parcel is rather large, 30,800 SF, and that even after
the subdivision, the three lots would each exceed an average of 10,000 SF. | have seen
the plans and like the design. The proposed size of living space, 2,000 SF per house, is an
average for this portion of La Crescenta. '

Two years ago | have added to my house a bedroom and a bathroom, and appreciate the
understanding of my immediate neighbors who did not have anything against my project.
| wish Alex and Radoslava to succeed in their effort, and to that end | offer them my full

support.

Jeffrey Boyer

(i



LETTER OF SUPPORT

My name is Rafi Gagossian, and | live at 3018 Honolulu Avenue, Glendale. | would
like to give my support to the project proposed by Alex and Radoslava Rogic, the
addition of two new houses at 2716 Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta, CA. |
designed the mix use project that had a favorable review at Crescenta Valley
Town Council meeting this past November.

I had an opportunity to review the proposed project and liked the way it was
designed. It shows the respect for the land and follows the recommendations put
forward in Los Angeles County General Plan, as well as its Hillside Design Guide.
The proposed floor plans are functional and at 2,000 SF fit right into the
neighborhood. Rockpine Lane is cull de sack and it has 15 houses, with average
size of the homes over 2100 SF. Seven of the houses are two-story structures.

This project seems as an ideal opportunity to take advantage of a site that has
its own unimpeded accessibility, at the street that is presently single-loaded,
but has all infrastructure in place. | am sure it will represent an improvement to
the immediate neighborhood and | am for it without hesitation.




Letter of Support

My name is Robert Lemke, and I live at 1307 Oak Circle Drive, Montrose, CA. I am a
licensed real estate appraiser, and I’d like to express my support for the project being
proposed by Alex Rogic. The project is a lot split at Alex’s property at 2716
Willowhaven Drive in La Crescenta, CA.

I have known Alex for 30 years and am familiar with his work as an architect. The
proposed project, building two houses on the lower portion of his parcel is well-designed,
acsthetically pleasing development, which is going to enhance home values in the
immediate vicinity. Even though the terrain is steep, about 1:1.5 slope, the proposed
terraced design will allow the new houses to follow the contours, rather than to jut out in
the air, as some I have seen. The materials used will blend in with the surrounding
terrain, and tile roof will go a long way toward preventing damage from brush fires, to

which this area might be prone.

For the reasons stated above I give my wholeheartedly support to Alex’s project, and
can’t wait to see it built.

i - k/e’_/__,.
éﬁﬁm

12-6-2007



May 14, 2008

Mr. & Mrs. Alex Rojic
2716 Willowhaven Dr.
LaCrescenta, CA 91214

Re: Proposed Construction Project

Dear Alex,

In response to our conversation and meeting where we reviewed your proposed plans, I offer
my support for your proposed project to add two new houses on the down slope portion of your

property along Rockpine Lane.

As you are aware, I am a licensed Mechanical Engineer who works in the construction
industry. Having taken the opportunity to briefly review the proposed floor plans and
elevations, I found the size and style of the proposed houses to fit in well with the existing
houses in the area, as do the proposed lot sizes. My professional opinion is that the project will
be a favorable asset to the neighborhood, provided of course that the plans for the building
foundation and hillside retaining walls are closely looked at and designed by a licensed
Structural Engineer, and subsequently approved by the local jurisdiction.

In summary, I again would like to offer my support for your proposed plans to add two houses
of approximately 2,000 sq. ft. each along Rockpine Lane. I see the expansion as an asset to our
neighborhood, and wish you success in finalizing the design and constructing the project.

Very Truly Yours,

Bradley E. Severson, P.E.
2614 Willlowhaven Dr.
LaCrescenta, CA 91214

Page 1 of 1



Subject: Re: Letter of Support

Date: 5/15/2008 1:40:39 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time
From: Menevinr

To: AcaRogic

Alex-

Here is my letter regarding the proposed homes that you wish to construct on Rockpine.

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Rogic:

| have been living in La Crescenta for 40+ plus years and for over 20 of those years | have been
a professional realtor. As such, | very much support private property rights and hope that you are
successful in your real estate goals.

It is my feeling that as long as your construction conforms to the County building codes and
standards you should be allowed to build the homes. There has been a tremendous amount of
remodeling and construction in our Foothills and we just have to deal with the disruption and
confusion that exists during the building phase. It is my hope that if | ever wished to remodel my
home that you would be supportive of my goals and aspirations.

Signed,

Ruth S. McNevin
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Subj: To Crescenta Valley Town Council Land Use Committee
Date: 5/15/2008 3:49:49 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time

From: williamslanduse@yahoo.com

To: acarogic@aol.com

Regarding the subdivision of the Rogic's property:

Mr. Rogic is a retired senior architect from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development. He is well
aware of citizen concerns, and | believe he took those concerns into consideration as he carefully planned his lot

subdivision.

The lot sizes would not have negative impact, due to the fact that the average of the three lots together would still
exceed 10,000 square feet. House sizes would be modest, about 2,400 square feet; there will be no
envirionmental impact that could not be mitigated. Light, glare, noise, visual impacts will remain low to

insignificant.

The contour lines of the hill would be followed, and would remain below maximum height allowance. Design wili
be compatible with existing neighborhood in terms of materials, massing and scale. The hillside ordinance will be
met in terms of setbacks, height, lot coverage and floor area ratios. Infrastructure is existing and adequate to
serve the proposed project with no undue charge on the system.

The project will, in a small way help address the housing shortage we face in Los Angeles County, and will be an
asset to the area and help charge the current housing slowdown in the Los Angeles region.

| urge your approval of the Rogic's proposal.

Sincerely,

Janelle P Williams

Janelle Williams

Williams Land Use Services
2418 Honolulu Ave., Suite B
Montrose, CA 91020

office: 818.542.4109

cell: 818.749.0363

fax: 818.542.3172

Thursday, May 15, 2008 AOL: AcaRogic



LETTER OF SUPPORT

My name is Richard Diradourian, | am an architect, and | have my office at 53766
La Crescenta Avenue, a portion of the town that belongs to Glendale. | have
known Alex Rogic, also an architect, for more than 20 years. | am also familiar
with his project to subdivide his lot at 2716 Willowhaven Drive in the Pinecrest
portion of La Crescenta, and to build there two new houses. | have been following
his protracted effort to secure the approval from Los Angeles Department of
Regional Planning, and | understand that, as a part of the procedure , he has to
present his project at a public hearing. | am writing this letter to offer my full
support for his endeavor.

As an architect, | have an appreciation how Alex has approached and solved the
design of the houses. First thing that had caught my attention was the
placement of the buildings at the sloping site that is about 1:1.5, or 67%.
Instead of building the second floor directly above the first, Alex has pulled it
back up hill, and thus reduced the visual impact on the street below. And, because
of an extraordinary wide frontage along Rockpine Lane, about 215 feet, it was
possible to Alex to set the two houses alongside the contours, instead of burying
them into the hillside. In addition to savings made by less excavation, this natural
feature offered him more opportunities to stress the horizontal lines in the
architectural style that fits so well the hillside environment.

The square footage, about 2,000 SF, fits right into the average for the
immediate neighborhood. The spaces are organized in a logical manner with a
natural flow from one room to another, and from first to second floor. The
materials proposed also correspond to the architecture present today at

Pinecrest.

| believe thatYhis development would upgrade the neighborhood and raise market
value of the Wouses surrounding this street and wish Alex a speedy approval.




Notes of Support



A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of

the proposed developmemj

signed..(A busy vl
Addrese. 235.4 "12;«/ .wﬁD Y1

Date.....l2[2.2.2.7...




A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and I am in support of
the proposed development.

AdAressS...2&6.5: 2 e foA MG bl e nniiin
Date... (/X 08 inannnens



D, J
A NOTE OF SUPPORT

I was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven Drive,
La Crescenta, Ca. 91214, and I am in support of the
proposed development.

o O | |
Signed’:.-. W .............................. CDJLQ Cyes Y.

Address.2.2.3.... el Al e,

A
Date.... ANNALR et eereeieeeeeereneeereens
Signed.../'ﬁé.&/g./?..?:..../.zﬁg../%é Aedrererernnnnenns
Address.27.34.. «illowibaven. Di it rascanis €aF R2iY
Date..../ vl o @S ieininennnnns eeeetereenrenennrnnene

Signed.. &%/ ).
Address.Z82/. %

Signed W . J

Address.; 4 7 .......

Date.@Z./.’.k. (4




A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and I am in support of
the proposed development.

Signed..: (7 L 0 VZ/"’L'
Address...2722%... 7 ND’Q .....................
Date....ld bzl e iinnnnnns
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Grace Andrus
Mayor

Steve Pierce
Vice Mayor

Cheryl Davis
Recording Secretary

Frank Beyt
Treasurer

Robert Thomas
Corresponding Secretary

COUNCIL MEMBERS
Bruce Campbell
Curtis Cleven

Danette Erickson
Krista Smiley

Liz Arnold, alternate

Dennis Van Bremen, alternate

Charles Beatty, alternate

)

Crescenta Valley Town Council
yourtowncouncil.org
P.O.Box 8676
La Crescenta, CA 91224-0676
(818) 248-9387

Supervisor Michael Antonovich
215 N. Marengo Avenue, Suite 120
Pasadena, CA 91101-1505

May 19, 2008
RE: 2716 Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta, CA 91214
Dear Supervisor Antonovich:

The CVTC Land Use Committee held a public forum regarding the above
property on May 15, 2008 from 6:00-6:55 PM where we heard statements
from the owner/developer and from 13 people, with an additional 22
individuals stating they “oppose.” There were a total of between 90 and 100
people in attendance. There was elevation drawings presented. Public
comments follow on the next page.

The Council agreed at the General Public Meeting, which directly followed
the Land Use Meeting, that it would hold a neutral position on this
development issue.

Thank you for your consideration of our community.

Sincerely,

Grace @ndme

Grace Andrus
Mayor

CC: Mr. Jodie Sackett

Land Divisions Section

County of Los Angeles Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

"The Community That Cares”
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La Crescenta

= [+] :
Name Address § g Comments/Concerns
? | O
2718 Rockpine .
1. Jane Royer La Crescenta X | Not speaking
2718 Rockpine T
2. Don Royer La Crescenta X | Not speaking
12 homeowners wrote letters and 66 home owners
signed in opposition to this project. This is not personal,
but he felt it is inconsistent with the County general plan
and incompatible with the character of the neighborhood.
3. Erwin J. Fellner 2734 Rockpine X | The 1965 CC&R is enforceable. 22 years ago, in 1986,
the Rogics attempted to subdivide and they were denied.
He feels that the reasons for the 1986 denial still apply.
He has serious concerns about the accuracy of certain
paragraphs which are of interest and question - p111.
9751 Fierro Cir Lives two streets below. He is opposed to additional
4. John Wray La Crescenta X | reduction of R-1-10000 lots as it encourages others to do
the same and subdivide.
_ 2713 Rockhaven- -
5. Gordon Wood La Crescenta X | Not speaking
2713 Rockpine .
6. Anna Seu La Crescenta X | Not speaking _
She is concerned about the curve in the fog. Any car
entering Rockpine off Willowhaven that is not familiar
with the street will come around very fast and set up a
potential accident. She doesn't feel the house is
7 Alice Zuli 2744 Rockpine X designed to fit into the area. This is impacting our
: La Crescenta environment in a negative way by reducing our green
belt and open space. The streets are very narrow and
emergency vehicles will have trouble entering the
neighborhood when cars are parked on both sides of the
street.
This is a violation of the Declaration of the CC&R of 1965
and it is automatically renewed every 10 years since
o 1975. He was assured there would be no homes on the
8. David Zulli f?gr(?socceknalane X | north side of Rockpine Lane. He feels the variances are
out of character. Restriction 1 is that only 1 single family
home can be on each lot. Further subdivision would
follow if this is allowed. He respectfully objects.
2712 Rockpine .
9. Peter Taranto La Crescenta X | Not speaking
2631 Willowhaven -
10. Ken Cartmell La Crescenta X | Not speaking
- 2631 Willowhaven .
11. Patricia Cartmell La Crescenta X | Not speaking
She concurs with all that has been said. She was also
assured there would be no homes on the north side of
12. Arlene Boychuk 2672 Rockpine X | Rockpine Lane. There are deer in that area. Itis a traffic
* { hazard if a car is coming across the sidewalk onto the street
from a driveway and someone is coming around the comer.
_ . This doesn’t immediately impact him, but he can see how
13. Don Millikan 2621 Willowhaven X | itimpacts others on Rockpine. The 1986 Hearing and

findings of the LA County Department of Regional




Name

Address

Support

Oppose

Comments/Concerns

Planning listed 13 reasons in the CC&R that call for
consistency and compatibility with existing development
and 4 reasons for denial. He is a registered civil
engineer and there is a lot of cut relative to fill. Has the
overall slope been evaluated for stability?

14,

Nina Beyt

2207 Del Mar Rd.
Montrose

She is not immediately affected. They have a property
large enough to subdivide. 19 adjacent lots fall under the
10,000 sq foot size and 7 of 12 are less than 7,500 sq ft.
It's like you have a larger car than | have and | don't want
you drive it. It's a double standard. The County issued a
negative declaration and has looked into runoff, etc. and
all issues have been dealt with. If cars are parked on
both sides of the street now, then a fire truck can get
through later.

15.

Kerry Erickson

2954 Hawkridge
La Crescenta

He has lived here 37 years and is concerned about
geological stability. He has not studied it in detail. It's a
home with multiple bedrooms and can be sold. Is there
adequate off street parking? He bought because it's a
semi-planned development. If Wiley, the original
developer thought it could be developed, he would have
developed on it.

16.

Helga Fellner

2734 Rockpine

She has concerns about the pool and the retaining walls
during heavy rain. Discussed the home on Cloudcrest
and the retaining wall at the Sheriffs Station. She took
pictures of both sites when the retainer walls fell down.
There is a pool on the proposed property.

17.

Rosa & Phil Shin

2768 Rockpine
La Crescenta

Not speaking

18,

Mona Sevaly

2625 Willowhaven

Not speaking

19.

Karen Sarti

2922 Rockpine

Not speaking

20.

Rosabel Kim

2728 Rockpine

Not speaking

21.

Ray & Lucille Catan

2769 Rockpine
La Crescenta

Not speaking

22.

Hallack A. Smith

2710 Rockpine

Not speaking

23.

Rudolph Traeger

5546 Pine Cone Rd

Not speaking

| 24.

Hrand Aghazarian

2710 Willowhaven
La Crescenta

XXX X [X[X)>x] x

Originally indicated they wanted to speak, but chose to
not speak

25

Vatche Ayvazian

2718 Willowhaven

Originally indicated they wanted to speak, but chose to
not speak

| 2.

Zovig Ayvazian

2718 Willowhaven

1 Originally indicated they wanted to speak, but chose to

not speak

27.

Jelena Rasovich

2653 Timberlake Dr.
La Crescenta

She is not directly related, she knows the Rogics. Alex is
a long-time friend. Alex designed her project. It was the
best suited project for her needs and is beautiful in many
friends’ opinions. Alex is a Chief Engineer at HUD and
when he does something; he is highly professional, got
permits, and followed through on all construction. He
takes care of everything.




Building codes change over time and most of the homes
are 20-30 years old. Many older homes do not meet the

La Crescenta

28. Richard Diradourian &708n6trlc_:eC(rgls::§;?e,)Ave. current code. You should be concerned about your own
home. He is an architect and has known Alex Rogic over
30 years.
She has lived here over 40 years and is the original
owner of her home. The CC&R laid out how that project
was to be built and has been challenged a few times.
29. Kay Fif 2676 Ridgepine She thinks we should abide by the laws of the Pinecrest
- Ray File La Crescenta development. It's a very special place and we're all
affected by what our neighbors do. She disagrees with
the previous gentleman - A structural engineer has
looked at her home and it is fine.
_ Mr. Rogics character or ability is not a question. She
v . went to Pepperdine and saw many homes that were
30. Allister Traber ﬁzoéreRs'ggﬁfame structurally safe slide down the hill. Cutting into the
hillside is a danger and in home, as well as pools come
sliding down.
31. Elizabeth Hall/ . .
Sylva Lagertrum 5438 Pinecone Rd Not speaking
2756 Rockpine .
-32. Suk Young Um La Crescenta Not speaking
. 2756 Rockpine .
33. Jessica Um La Crescenta Not speaking
2710 Willowhaven '
i ?
34. Vardui Arutyenyan La Crescenta Opposed, but left or was not here?
35, Bill Eict 2604 Foothill Blvd, Ste C Did not indicate if support or opposed Present but chose
-+ Bl Elcte La Crescenta not to speak.
. . Not Speaking — Speakér Card Submitted after Land
36. Helena Kim 2728 Rockpme Use Meeting was over
. Not Speaking — Speaker Card Submitted after Land
37. Manuel Campos 2722 Rockpine Use Meeting was over
2614 Willowhaven Not Speaking — Speaker Card Submitted after Land
38. Bradley Severson

Use Meeting was over
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JACK W. ROLSTON  Geotechnical Engineer
18911 Ringling Street, Tarzana, California 91356-4018
Phone 818 345-0199 Fax B18 345- 5283  Cell 818 903-5223
geotek@earthiink.net

May 15, 2008

Mr Alex Rogic
2716 Willowhaven Drive
lLa Cresenjtu, CA 91214

2731 Rock Pine Lane
La Crescenta, CA

T have reviewed my file and the letter from John Merrill dated May 8, 2008. The
proposed grading is in a natural formation that was graded in 1965 te create building
' sites for more than 80 homes. The two subject lots were graded to ¢create a slope
of 1% horizontal 1o 1 vertical (33 degrees). Other cuts on the tract are 1 horizontal

to 1 vertical (45 degrees).

The proposed residential development will not be affected by hazardous geotechnical
conditions including landslides, settlement, and slippage, nor will the proposed
development adversely affect neighboring properties, provided that such
development is -in conformance with the County Building Ordinance and
recommendations of the project consultants.




~ C

Geoplanning Analysis

Proposed Residential Development
Portion Lot 41, Tract 29172
Vicinity 2731 Rockpine Lane

La Crescenta

Alex Rogic
2716 Willowhaven Dr.
La Crescenta, Ca. 91214

Dear Mr. Rogic;

According to the schematic building section which you provided , your proposed development ,consisting
of two sites, can be effected with total estimated excavation of about 2200 cubic yards. As shown on Plate
2 and Section A-A of the Engineering Geologic Report dated 6/19/06 the currently existing building site
comprising the north half of lot 41 and all other now existing building sites, connecting roads and
driveways throughout Tract 29172 necessitated large scale ( massive ) grading. Plate 10 is part of the
Grading Plan of Tract 29172 which illustrates how your building site and those of your neighbors were
graded in 1965.

Each of the Plates containec *~ :ngineering Geologic Report 6/19/06 is intended to compare and contrast
proposed excavation of 224+ .~ vards necessary to effect not only the building footprints but also the
required setbacks. More .- ~ 000 cubic yards were graded in development of Tract 29172.

Tl.le bgilding code emboc. :ion of building site(s) such as yours within the building permit process

ithgfut requir;bgnt f?f‘z ;a,gl g permit. The reasoning is obvious.
,: : ) // \
\

#M6st sincere Y;
Jbhn D. Merrill, EG 83



Letters of Support




A LETTER OF SUPPORT

T have been living at my present home at 2765 Rockpine Lane

for more than 30 years. For many years I have been
why the north side of our street has never been

I realize the sloping terrain represents a
to building houses there, but I always thought
a careful planning and an environmentally
design it could be done.

wondering
developed.
challenge
that with
sensitive

Recently I have seen the plans prepared by Alex Rogic,
Architect, to build two houses on the lower portion of his
lot, at the beginning of Rockpine Lane. The land where Mr.
Rogic intends to develop is steep, but has an exceptionally
wide frontage. I like the manner in which the houses follow
the terrain and blend with the surroundings. Contrary to
what I expected, the retaining walls are kept to a very
reasonably heights, in the range from 6 to 8 feet. I also
appreciate that these houses will not block anyone’'s view,

or intrude on anyone'’'s privacy.

Building new houses will improve the value of other homes
on our street, would eliminate brush fire hazard and would
contribute to a more efficient use of already existing
water and sewer system on Rockpine Lane. For these reasons
T wholeheartedly support the Rogics’ efforts and wish them
best luck in realizing their project.

E',me@

Ferh Rizk
2765 Rockpine Lane
La Crescenta CA 91214

ollo.l (o§




LETTER OF SUPPORT

My name is Jelena Rasovich, and I live at 2653 Timberlake Drive, La
Crescenta. I am aware that Alex and Radoslava Rogic, who live less than 400
feet from my home, are proposing to build two new houses at their over-sized

lot at 2716 Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta, CA.

I know Alex and Radoslava for a very long time and can attest they are well-
respected citizens in the community, showing their interest in local affairs
having closely followed the work of Crescenta Valley Council for a number of

years now. They have been living at their house for 29 years, not as long as I

have in mine, but long enough.

I hold a masters degree in chemistry and when I worked I was employed by JPL
as a senior sciehﬁst. Altliough architecture is a different field, I think I know a
good design when I see it. What Alex and Radoslava Rogic are proposing to
build looks very nice to me. I like the Mediterranean feel of the proposed
houses, with its sloping Spanish tile roofs. I know it is fire-resistant and wish I
had iton my own house. But, what like the most, is the terraced approach to
placing the houses at the hillside, which seems to reduce the building height
and is definitely different from a design that fits flat land.

1 am hereby expressing my strong support for the new development and I know

it will only make our neighborhood more beautiful.

Jelena Rasovich



i

LETTER OF SUPPORT

My name is Houry Aposhian; and I have an office here in La Crescenta at 2529
Foothill Boulevard. We specialize in real estate loans. I am writing to add my
vote to those who are in favor of the project proposed by Alex and Radoslava
Rogic, the subdivision of their land at 2716 Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta,
CA. I have seen the drawings proposing two new houses to be accessed from

Rockpine Lane.

In today’s market where buildable land in the urban area has become so scarce,
this seems like an ideal way to provide new housing to two families. Not only
that it will create additional money in real estate taxes to Los Angeles County,
but it would have a positive effect on the market value of the neighborhood
homes. The design I have seen is done in a tasteful manner that respect the
environment, and once built the houses will eliminate brush fire hazard that
currently exists, given the fact that the terrain is steep and hard to maintain.
New developn/}cnt with proposed landscaping will diminish this fire danger.




Letter of Support

My name is Robert Guzman, and 1 live at 2754 Willowhaven Drive. I have followed
the evolution of the design that Alex and Radoslava Rogic have been working on.

a lot split of their rather large parcel at 2716 Willowhaven Drive, would
would have an average of more than

Their project,
allow a total of three houses on the land that still

10,000 SF of land per house.

I like the fact that the design utilizes the technique suitable for a hillside, and not one
chat fits flat land. I also appreciate the amount of open space around the house that, I
am told, twice exceeds the minimum required. I also think that building new houses

ate the potential of fire hazard when the brush is dry and overgrown. 1

would elimin
support for their project.

wish the Rogics good luck in their endeavors and offer my

Robert Guzman



Letter of Support

My name is Roobik Yaghoubi, and I live at 2619 Timberlake Drive. I have seen the
drawings for the proposed development of the two new houses that Alex And
Radoslava Rogic intend to build, after subdividing their land. It is my understanding
their parcel is 0.707 of an acre (30,800 SF), and even after subdividing it, the average
size of the three lots (one, representing the portion of the lot to remain, and the two
newly created lots) will still exceed 10,000 SF. By writing this letter I’d like to express
my support for the project being proposed by the Rogics, a lot split at 2716
Willowhaven Drive in La Crescenta, CA. ‘

I have recently rebuild my own house from the ground up, and I know what the
Rogics must be going thru, given the anxiety and hardship associated with building a
new home. I like the design of the houses, especially their staggered positioning on the
sloping terrain, which minimizes the effect of an excessive height. The drawings show
the height of the house as 28 feet and 10 inches, which is considerably less than
maximum allowed, 35 feet. Also, the size of the houses shown as 2,000 SF is an

average for our immediate neighborhood.

I think the subdivided parcels will represent a unique infill project. The exceptionally
long frontage at Rockpine Lane comes to over 107 feet for each house, which goes a
long way towards placing the buildings in a manner of following the contours of the

terrain, as opposed to cutting into the hillside.

I wish the Rogics a speedy approval and offer my full support to their project.

Roobik Yaghoubi

Y, Vé)\
—
K - ‘l’ I ?



LETTER OF SUPPORT

My name is Philip Lanzafame, and I live at 2645 Pinelawn Drive in Pinecrest.
Some time ago I was shown the project proposed by Alex Rogic, a lot split of
his property located on a street below mine, at 2716 Willowhaven Drive here

in La Crescenta.

I liked the architectural design of the proposed houses and how they would
blend into the hillside upon which they sit. Alex’s lot is of a unique character
as it fronts on two streets, Willowhaven Drive, which he uses to access his
present house, and Rockpine Lane, from which the two new houses will have
their access. It is my belief that the new houses would upgrade the immediate
neighborhood and raise the real estate value of the houses on that street.

For the reasons stated above, I wish to offer Alex and his wife Radoslava my
pe they succeed in their efforts. -




Letter of Support

My name is Jeffrey Boyer, and | live at 2830 Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta. | am
writing in support of the project that is being proposed by Alex and Radoslava Rogic, the
subdivision of their land at 2716 Willowhaven Drave, in order to build two new houses. It
is my understanding that their parcel is rather large, 30,800 SF, and that even after
the subdivision, the three lots would each exceed an average of 10,000 SF. | have seen
the plans and like the design. The proposed size of living space, 2,000 SF per house, is an

average for this portion of La Crescenta.

Two years ago | have added to my house a bedroom and a bathroom, and appreciate the
understanding of my immediate neighbors who did not have anything against my project.
| wish Alex and Radoslava to succeed in their effort, and to that end | offer them my full

support.

Jeffrey Boyer

(S




LETTER OF SUPPORT

My name is Rafi Gagossian, and | live at 3018 Honolulu Avenue, Glendale. | would
like to give my support to the project proposed by Alex and Radoslava Rogic, the
addition of two new houses at 2716 Willowhaven Drive, La Crescenta, CA. |
designed the mix use project that had a favorable review at Crescenta Valley

Town Council meeting this past November.

[ had an opportunity to review the proposed project and liked the way it was
designed. It shows the respect for the land and follows the recommendations put
forward in Los Angeles County General Plan, as well as its Hillside Design Guide.
The proposed floor plans are functional and at 2,000 SF fit right into the
neighborhood. Rockpine Lane is cull de sack and it has 15 houses, with average
size of the homes over 2100 SF. Seven of the houses are two-story structures.

This project seems as an ideal opportunity to take advantage of a site that has
its own unimpeded accessibility, at the street that is presently single-loaded,
but has all infrastructure in place. | am sure it will represent an improvement to
the immediate neighborhood and | am for it without hesitation.




Letter of Support

My name is Robert Iemke, and I live at 1307 Oak Circle Drive, Montrose, CA.lam a
licensed real estate appraiser, and I'd like to express my support for the project being
proposed by Alex Rogic. The project is a lot split at Alex’s property at 2716
Willowhaven Drive in La Crescenta, CA.

I have known Alex for 30 years and am familiar with his work as an architect. The
proposed project, building two houses on the lower portion of his parcel is well-designed,
aesthetically pleasing development, which is going to enhance home values in the
;mmediate vicinity. Even though the terrain is steep, about 1:1.5 slope, the proposed
terraced design will allow the new houses to follow the contours, rather than to jut out in

s some I have seen. The materials used will blend in with the surrounding

the air, a
d preventing damage from brush fires, to

terrain, and tile roof will go a long way towar
which this area might be prone.

For the reasons stated above I give my wholeheartedly support to Alex’s project, and
can’t wait to see it built.

//

A (B A
Robert Lemke

12-6-2007




May 14, 2008

Mr. & Mrs. Alex Rojic
2716 Willowhaven Dr.
LaCrescenta, CA 91214

Re: Proposed Construction Project

Dear Alex,

In response to our conversation and meeting where we reviewed your proposed plans, I offer
my support for your proposed project to add two new houses on the down slope portion of your

property along Rockpine Lane.

As you are aware, 1 am a licensed Mechanical Engineer who works in the construction
industry. Having taken the opportunity to briefly review the proposed floor plans and
elevations, I found the size and style of the proposed houses to fit in well with the existing
houses in the area, as do the proposed lot sizes. My professional opinion is that the project will
be a favorable asset to the neighborhood, provided of course that the plans for the building
foundation and hillside retaining walls are closely looked at and designed by a licensed
Structural Engineer, and subsequently approved by the local jurisdiction.

In summary, I again would like to offer my support for your proposed plans to add two houses

of approximately 2,000 sq. ft. each along Rockpine Lane. Isee the expansion as an asset to our
neighborhood, and wish you success in finalizing the design and constructing the project.

Very Truly Yours,

Bradley E. Severson, P.E.
2614 Willlowhaven Dr.
LaCrescenta, CA 91214

Page 1 of 1



Subject: Re: Letter of Support

Date: 5/15/2008 1:40:39 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time
From: Menevins

To: AcaRogic

Alex-

Here is my letter regarding the proposed homes that you wish to construct on Rockpine.

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Rogic:

| have begn living in La Crescenta for 40+ plus years and for over 20 of those years | have been
a professional realtor. As such, | very much support private property rights and hope that you are

successful in your real estate goals.

It is my feeling that as long as your construction conforms to the County building codes and
standards you should be allowed to build the homes. There has been a tremendous amount of
remodeling and construction in our Foothills and we just have to deal with the disruption and
confusion that exists during the building phase. It is my hope that if | ever wished to remodel my
home that you would be supportive of my goals and aspirations.

Signed,
Ruth S. McNevin
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Subj: To Crescenta Valley Town Council Land Use Committee
Date: 5/15/2008 3:49:49 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time

From: . wiliamslanduse@yahoo.com

To: acarogic@aol.com

Regarding the subdivision of the Rogic's property:

Mr. Rogic is a retired senior architect from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development. He is well
aware of citizen concerns, and | believe he took those concerns into consideration as he carefully planned his lot
subdivision.

The lot sizes would not have negative impact, due to the fact that the average of the three lots together would still

exqeed 10,000 square feet. House sizes would be modest, about 2,400 square feet; there will be no
envirionmental impact that could not be mitigated. Light, glare, noise, visual impacts will remain low to

insignificant.
The contour lines of the hill would be followed, and would remain below maximum height alldwance. Design will

be cgmpatible with existing neighborhood in terms of materials, massing and scale. The hillside ordinance will be
met in terms of setbacks, height, lot coverage and floor area ratios. Infrastructure is existing and adequate to

serve the proposed project with no undue charge on the system.

The project will, in a small way help address the housing shortage we face in Los Angeles County, and will be an
asset to the area and help charge the current housing slowdown in the Los Angeles region.

| urge your approval of the Rogic's proposal.

Sincerely,

Janelle P Williams

Janelle Williams

Williams Land Use Services
2418 Honolulu Ave., Suite B
Montrose, CA 91020
office: 818.542.4109

cell: 818.749.0363

fax: 818.542.3172

Thursday, May 15, 2008 AOL: AcaRogic




LETTER OF SUPPORT

My name is Richard Diradourian, | am an architect, and | have my office at 3766
La Crescenta Avenue, a portion of the town that belongs to Glendale. | have
known Alex Rogic, also an architect, for more than 20 years. | am also familiar
with his project to subdivide his lot at 2716 Willowhaven Drive in the Pinecrest
portion of La Crescenta, and to build there two new houses. | have been following
his protracted effort to secure the approval from Los Angeles Department of
Regional Planning, and | understand that, as a part of the procedure , he has to
present his project at a public hearing. | am writing this letter to offer my full

support for his endeavor.

As an architect, | have an appreciation how Alex has approached and solved the
design of the houses. First thing that had caught my attention was the
placement of the buildings at the sloping site that is about 1:1.5, or 67%.
Instead of building the second floor directly above the first, Alex has pulled it
back up hill, and thus reduced the visual impact on the street below. And, because
of an extraordinary wide frontage along Rockpine Lane, about 215 feet, it was
possible to Alex to set the two houses alongside the contours, instead of burying
them into the hillside. In addition to savings made by less excavation, this natural
feature offered him more opportunities to stress the horizontal lines in the
architectural style that fits so well the hillside environment.

The square footage, about 2,000 SF, fits right into the average for the
immediate neighborhood. The spaces are organized in a logical manner with a
natural flow from one room to another, and from first to second floor. The
materials proposed also correspond to the architecture present today at

Pinecrest.

| believe thatYthis development would upgrade the neighborhood and raise market
value of the houses surrounding this street and wish Alex a speedy approval.




Notes of Support



A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of

the proposed developmeaig
d

Signed. Lo alm A
Address. .212.0 3. P,J
Date...... 7027 04




A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven |
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of

the proposed deveiopment.

Signed | |
Address...ff.;:a....x/Mﬁ:-é&.é«./:m....z?.z:...............

Date... N A8 e
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A NOTE OF SUPPORT

I was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven Drive,
La Crescenta, Ca. 91214, and I am in support of the
proposed development.

U R
Signed%jm....a(. ........................ (‘JD{L{,( C ye gcﬂr*cv ¢r

Address.<?.2.3 L. el YO IAVZ
Date.... A \MALD D vt crreeae s

Signed. . e JG e e d B UM ricrrevranen
Address. 2 7.3 . .«illowibaven . Dic. Sctasaanls €aF R

DAte.... ) vs oo S ieeensssensssssossssssassssascssassns

Signed... =5t AN ...........
Address... 282L.. BT aw) hewsaa, Does. ...

DAL L DG e eeeeeeeeeererneeeeseenssssnnesnnns




A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of

the proposed development.

Slgned&@.’t"g"g/“:4/’*’L |

Address...24%7. L Lot Kt
Date.... ol b8,




A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opp’ortunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and I am in support of

the proposed development.

Signed...%ﬂ@g‘kﬁ .....

Address..... 020 Wil Hoetd Qo
Date....l /15005 .. |




A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of

the proposed d:ﬁ;lopment.

Signed.safpu i L. o
AdAressS...auyes L2LtE b b 'éf. . QF). Lalheses Y gflz )

Date......;/../.%ﬁfm...%?.Q.‘-?....




A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of
the proposed development. |

Signed..&q..@ﬁm&.@ ....... LJ}G\.UC—WX‘\ Ca- Q21

Address..263... oy Mee hasre. Ox 5. LA s cadven
Date.......0 259 e,



A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for

Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven

Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of

the proposed development.
Slgnedz'%%w’*é el w |
Address.. 2633 . TiMAzacrts .. (TELEva R sovicer )

Date../é.ZE8-64..............



A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of

the proposed development.




A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for
‘Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of

the proposed development.

Signed....... 7}’“ 5
Vv

Address.... o S i |
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A NOTE OF SUPPORT

I was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven Drive,
La Crescenta, Ca. 91214, and I am in support of the

proposed development.

Slgned/é‘% ...... eeersesen
Address /&iﬂ' ookl D ...

Signed

Address

Date....cceeeeee.

Signe

Address. 27.5 .. Wiktoew, Haus - D€ .........
Date. .. L D ittt tteetecnnenssssssessssssssossssnsns
Signed.%..@' .. A EeeT e S
Address.. 2‘7 °2.7... /’/' /WA‘*‘*“— 7
Date... e 2 O e
Signed....cccoeeiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieresennens
AQAI eSS eeeeeeeeseeseosessessssesscssccssssssssescsscssssnsse




A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of
the proposed development. -

i 7

Sighed.ci....sfinninnnn 5 il _
Address.;Z};i‘.’/y ..... Lt ez W RS AT
Date/V/O.‘?



A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of
the proposed development.

Address. @4 ... a2 Hewm.. i, L. (reatonde |
Date... [ 5/QS i, DY



A NOTE OF SUPPORT

| was given an opportunity to review the plans for

- Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | 3m in sggport of
the proposed development. #7¢ 2 4«

. V2%
Signedﬁfz .............. o Db“ﬁl

Address.. 2430 . Boctost 25142 e
Date... om0 iiinnnnn

T Wono Foani

2612 PINELAWN



A NOTE OF SUPPORT

- I was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven |
Drive, La Crescenta, CA, and | am in support of
the proposed development. |

Signed....[ad4.. ... W;ﬁ#é
Address...é.lflﬁ.%..ﬁ (o4 (navw e
Date. ’/ R, ol




A NOTE OF SUPPORT

I was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven Drive,
La Crescenta, Ca. 91214, and I am in support of the

proposed development,
T I’ FEREHR Rizus

Signed.........00 T WNLLU RLALL L /
Address 3165, Kok g o Ao Creseamda_
Date.2HIAUOB. ..o eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeereeeeeene,
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A NOTE OF SUPPORT

I was given an opportunity to review the plans for

Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven Drive,

La Crescenta, Ca. 91214, and I am in support of the
“proposed development.

Date.......! o Al B




A NOTE OF SUPPORT

I was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven Drive,
La Crescenta, Ca. 91214, and I am in support of the

proposed development.

Signed...... .é.«??.. e eareeennnenssnssascnesanannas
: % %Z/ Ave., L9Cresedd. <, 20 Al d

Address. L4z LA CreseatTd free FAETRA%.

Signed.. [ =l e S e
Address..H3 . la Lhaiienn ke, '
Date... .l r e 3emie e eeeiseieiarrasenaassntosassanssassane
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A NOTE OF SUPPORT

I was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven Drive,
La Crescenta, Ca. 91214, and I am in support of the

proposed development.

slgned»jww\pwx/é@_\ ..........

Address... S LY. Zaireer T > lat

Date...,: M'/7/5'0‘%7 .................... veee

g
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A NOTE OF SUPPORT

I was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven Drive,
La Crescenta, Ca. 91214, and I am in support of the

proposed development.

Address...5 208, . Josaato. Lot e S Qe
Date.... LB L2 T eeeieeiineerieniacasearnsssssecanans eee
Signed... N0/ / N ~ 27 1/ A SN OUOR
Address. .5 w2t Belsaannnnnnnnnn.
Date.... 7s ... veeecesensesnennens eececsecsosans
Signed....<. ERA .,."4 G AL e
Address.. 3420, 406 Cras.. 2 iarans
Date..... Bl i e eerneeaseaiasenrararsasaesnssnsasansas
) 724 1= O R CRAASLILELLE LA
JN0s s 1 & 1 P S R XXRRELELL
DAlC.neereeeaseseessesessssssssssssassasssssasssonnsasssssases
YT 1 1L DO AR
AQALCSS . n eeeeeeasererarsssssnssanssssosssssssssasassastscss
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A NOTE OF SUPPORT

I was given an opportunity to review the plans for
Minor Land Subdivision at 2716 Willowhaven Drive,
La Crescenta, Ca. 91214, and I am in support of the

proposed development.

Address: 5t AIE
" Date..)|& %1.@&0 ................................................




May, 9, 2008

Regional Planning Department
Attn. Jodie Sackett

320 W Temple Street

Los Angeles, Ca 90012

- Att: Room 1362

Subject Project No PM063010

Reference: Applicant, Alex Rojec, 2716 Willowhaven, La Crescenta

Dear Commissioners,

As a home owner living in the direct line of Mr. Rojec proposed building site | feel
the need to address a few points that | feel are very important. When we bought
our home in 1979 we choose Rockpine Lane as we had small children and were
assured this street would remain a street with homes on only one side it was
important for us then and it is important to us now with our grandchildren. As we
were looking at homes at that time the homes on Rockpine comped out higher

“than other streets as it was more desirable to live on a street where there were
fewer homes and much less traffic . Now that that made our street so desirable
and the higher amount that was paid for these homes will be taken away from us
simply to stick two houses on the steep hill in front of ours.

We are very concerned about the safely of our homes with the building of the
two houses in front of ours with the run offs of the rains and the sliding of the
hillside who is going to reassure us home owners of our safety?
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Our other concern is the curve in the street where Mr. Rojec plans to built his two
houses, it is somewhat of a blind curve and as Mr. Rojec houses will not have
much of a drive way and a steep one at best, they will be pulling out in to the

street on a blind curve.

Mr. Rojec has tried this before | am not sure if he invented a better wheel this
time around but the fact remains that he plans to crave out the hill in front of
several of our homes and the safety and the impact it will have on our street and
our families. There are many homes for sale up here now with driveways and
yards if he wishes to buy additional homes for his family, and still protect the

safety of ours.

Thank you very much for your consideration in this matter, please excuse the
tardiness as | have been in the hospital. '

Sincerely, ,

Karen Sarti
2722 Rockpine Lane
La Crescenta, CA 91214
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~ Los Angeles County
Department of Regional Planning

Planning for the Challenges Ahead

Bruce W. McClendon FAICP
Director of Planning

June 5, 2008

TO: Harold V. Helsley, Chair
Leslie G. Bellamy, Vice Chair
Esther L. Valadez, Commissioner
Wayne Rew, Commissioner
Pat Modugno, Commissioner

FROM: %Jy Mr. Jodie Sackett, Senior Regional Planning Assistant
Land Divisions Section :

SUBJECT: TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 063010
VARIANCE CASE NO. 2007-00011-(5)
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 2005-00151-(5)
AGENDA ITEM NOS. 8 a, b and c: JUNE 18, 2008

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 is a request to authorize the creation three single-family
parcels (including one flag lot) on a 0.73 gross acre site. A Variance is requested for two
single-family parcels with less than the minimum required net lot area of 10,000 square feet
in the R-1-10,000 (Single-Family Residential—10,000 Square-Foot Minimum Required Lot
Area) zone, with a net lot area of 7,724 square feet proposed for two parcels. In addition,
the Variance is requested to aliow retaining walls higher than six feet within the side and
rear yard setbacks. The project requires a Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) for urban
hillside management purposes. The subject property has one existing single family
dwelling to remain.

PROJECT BACKGROUND

A public hearing on Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010, Variance Case No. 2007-0001 1-(5)
and Conditional Use Permit Case No. 2005-00151-(5) was held by your Commission on
May 21,2008. On May 21, 2008 your Commission instructed staff to prepare findings for
denial and return on June 18, 2008. On May 21, 2008 your Commission considered the
testimony and evidence presented and based the decision on three facts:

1. That the proposed development is inconsistent with the Hillside Management provisions
of the General Plan;

320 West Temple Street = Los Angeles, CA 90012 » 213-974-6411 = Fax: 213-626-0434 = TDD: 213-617-2292
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TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 063010-(5) Page 2 of 2
VARIANCE CASE NO. 2007-00011-(5)

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 2005-00151-(5)

June 18, 2008 RPC Memo

2. That the proposed development is inconsistent with the Zoning Ordinance; and

3. That the proposed development is inconsistent and incompatible with the existing
characteristics of the neighborhood.

Please find attached draft findings for the denial of Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010,
Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5) and Conditional Use Permit Case No. 2005-00151-(5).

SMT:jds
6/5/08

Attachment: Draft denial findings



10.

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DRAFT FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 063010

The Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission (“Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing in the matter of Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 on May 21,
2008 and June 18, 2008. Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 ard concurrently with
Conditional Use Permit Case No. 2005-00151-(5) and Var Case No. 2007-00011-

(5).

Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 is a request to single-family parcels
(including one flag lot) on 0.73 gross acres.

Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5) is a related
required net lot area in the R-1-10,000 (Single
Minimum Required Lot Area) zone for tw
square feet provided for each).

Conditional Use Permit ("CUP
compliance with urban hillside ma
22.56.215 of the Los Angeles Coun

The prdposed subdivisio

; Aban land use category of the
eneral Plan”). A CUP is required for the
sed exceed the midpoint threshold of two

project, since thi
dwelling units all

2716 Willowhaven Drive, within the La Crescenta-Montrose
“CSD”) and the La Crescenta Zoned District.

It has

ely 0.73 gross acres (0.65 net acres) in size.

;114 cubic yards of cut and 156 cubic yards of fill grading, with
1,958 cubic yards of offsite export.

There are no Oak trees existing on the subject site.

Parcel No. 3 as depicted on the tentative map dated November 20, 2007 is a flag lot
gaining access via an existing 16-foot wide private driveway from Willowhaven Drive, a
46-foot wide dedicated street. Parcel Nos. 1 and 2 will gain access directly from
Rockpine Lane, a 44-foot wide dedicated street.
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TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 063010 Page 2 of 6
DRAFT FINDINGS

11. The project site is zoned R-1-10,000.

12. Areas in all directions are zoned R-1-10,000, with R-1-7,500 (Single-Family Residential-
7,500 Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area) also to the west of the subject property.

idence and a swimming
ces in all directions, with
and west of the subject

13. The subject property currently has one existing single-family
pool, both to remain. It is surrounded by single-family resids
the Shields Canyon Debris Basin also located to the

property.

14. The applicant is requesting a Variance to allow
area of 10,000 square feet in the R-1-10,000
Single-family residences are permitted in th
the County Code.

w Density Residential- One to
e General Plan. Category 1, an
w .dwelling units on the subject

15. The subject property is located within the Catege
Six Dwelling Units Per Acre) Land:
urban land use category, allow:
property. The subject property co
project proposes a denS|ty of three

They prbp, o

Lane.

raced grading design. The retaining walls
materials and landscaping in order to reduce the overall
The project is designated as urban hillside
of 25 percent (7,025 square feet) of open space is

17. Staff received g mately 34 letters or correspondence from local residents-- 19
opposed and 15 in_favor of the proposed development. In addition, staff received two
petitions-- one with” 57 signatures in opposition to the project, and another with 41
signatures in support of the project. Staff received the support petition on May 20, 2008
and provided it to the Commission at the May 21, 2008 Commission public hearing.
Finally, staff received a letter from the Crescenta Valley Town Council (“Town Council”)
on May 20, 2008. In the correspondence received by staff, those in opposition stated
concerns related to the applicant’s previous subdivision request, denied by the



D o

TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP NO. 063010 Page 3 of 6
DRAFT FINDINGS

Commission in 1987; the violation of the existing Conditions, Covenants and Restrictions
(“CC&Rs") for the underlying Tract No. 21972; overall community compatibility; the
aesthetic impact of retaining walls and future residences; slope stability/landslides:
drainage; adequate open/”green” space; haul route impacts to existing roads; additional
traffic to be generated after new homes are built; and traffic safety and parking concerns
along Rockpine Lane.

fit the community by
ne, appear aesthetically
ude on the neighbors’

18. Correspondence in support indicated that the project will
developing an underutilized portion of land along Rockpi
pleasing and not disrupt aesthetic views along of hillsig
privacy; improve property values in the area; utilize

infrastructure; help to eliminate existing brush fire

19. The Town Council, in its meeting on May 15
the proposed project. In its letter dated May. 19
details of its May 15" meeting and attached a t:
by the residents in attendance. Thé&
people indicated their concern of tr

A : utlined the
e specific concerns expressed
that at the meeting, a total of 38
ition and four in favor.

om.staff as well as testimony
licant’s representative made a

ment.~The Commission then heard
e project, followed by testimony from 17
ntative was allowed one round of rebuttal

20.0n May 21, 2008 the Commission
from the applicant’s re
presentation describ

stimony from three persons who supported
stated that a “no growth” attitude exists in the community,
1at is unfair to the applicant and his plans to improve his
esidences on the subject property will be constructed
han the existing surrounding residences and that ali
ure and schools are already present. Supporters also
ect will be both an “improvement” and “benefit’ to the
“property improvements (such as remodels, additions, etc.)
have happene ommunity and that they should “all” be supported. Finally,
supporters remarkedthat the proposed lots are larger than many of the existing
surrounding lots and that a wide street frontage is proposed for the new parcels along
Rockpine Lane, which is consistent with the community.

22.0n May 21, 2008 the Commission also heard testimony from 17 persons opposed to the
project. Regarding the overall project proposal, opponents stated that proposed
development is not in character with the community and that the project does not
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conform to the “overall plan of the area”. In addition, the point was made that an “out of
control” subdivision precedent should not be set in the community. Opponents also
stated that the same denial findings from 1987 are still valid today and that an approval
would “reverse the old decision”, setting a bad precedent. Opponents stated that the
original tract CC&Rs influenced their decision to move to the area, they wanted them to
be upheld, and that the project does not comply with the CC&Rs (which are “in force”
and are a “living document”). Lastly, opponents claimed that those in support of the
project do not live in the immediate area. ‘

23. Regarding the site plan/design of the project, opponentsistated-that the existing lots were

originally graded as “flat pads”, and that the applic nt's propesed ‘terraced” parcels,
. It was stated by
the opposition that the orlglnal subd|v1der proyvi [ r plan designs
and longer driveways”, which are of
development Opponents also stated th:
“unprecedented” five feet from the curb, ar
driveway parking Opponents claimed that ther.
Crescenta and stressed that the
developed.”

re]subdivided properties” in La
be preserved as “stable and

ring ‘©f:the project, arguing that the
_percent and too steep to develop.
€ ed by “erosion” forces and that
le alluvial fan,” poses a landslide risk, and
walls at a nearby Sherriff's Station--
) cause landslides, floods and structure

slopes on the subject
Opponents stated th
the terrain of the
referenced the
emphasizing tha
failures.

day’s subdivision standards are “much more rigorous”,
mpatible project. The representative also claimed that there
ndslides” in the existing subdivision. The representative
d setbacks are five feet for garages and 10 feet for the
t the project “preserves significant views” and the applicant
has done a *“goo b" to adapt the development to the terrain. Finally, the
representative stated that the CC&Rs have not been violated and do not preclude
subdivisions.

26.0n May 21, 2008 the Commission considered all testimony and discussed the facts of
the case. First, the Commission discussed that while staff, in its analysis, has found that
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the project “can work,” it was the Commission’s responsibility to determine whether the
development “should be” permitted.

27.0n May 21, 2008 the Commission discussed the project’s consistency with General Plan
Infill Policies and Hillside Management Performance Review Criteria. The Commission
indicated that infill development should be supported, but not in the “suburban”
community where the subject property is located. The subjeGt. project constitutes an
‘urban” style of infill development that is not compatlbi‘ with General Plan infill
provisions. The Commission also indicated that although:i evelopment is “feasible”,
the project is “stretching” the limits and intent of the agement provisions of
the General Plan. The Commission stated that the Hillsii lement provisions were
written to “protect the hillside” and that the t
Management Performance Review Criteria
“misused” to support the subject project
proposal.

28.0n May 21, 2008 the Commission also discussel
and character, and the suitability ofz
many “community inconsistencie
front yard setbacks, “terraced” ho
walls, shortened driveway entrances
Commission stated th
urban” and that the_

! and that not all of the neighborhood
impacts of the pro ) ted. The Commission indicated that it is
“not the right time > propesed: subdivision and that the area may not be
uk sion”with a zoning variance. The development
the nelghborhood character would be changed
mission indicated that the project, if approved, would
homeowners still residing in the community for 40 or

mission, after considering all of the testimony, continued the
, 2008, and instructed staff to prepare findings for denial.

30.0n June 18, 2008, the Commission closed the public hearing and denied Tentative
Parcel Map No. 063010.

31. The denial of the subdivision request is based on the following findings:

A. The design of improvement of the proposed subdivision is inconsistent with the
General Plan, including hillside management provisions.
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B. There is some evidence that the proposed project will be materially detrimental
to the use, enjoyment, or valuation of property of other persons located in the
vicinity of the project site.

C. The site is physically unsuitable for the type of development and density being
proposed, since the property does not have adequate building sites to be
developed.

32. The location of the documents and other materials co
upon which the Commission’s decision is based in th
Department of Regional Planning, 13" Floor, Ha
Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodia
the Section Head of the Land Divisions Secti

THEREFORE, in view of the findings of fact and
Parcel Map No. 063010 is denied.



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DRAFT FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
VARIANCE CASE NO. 2007-00011-(5)

1. The Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission (“Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing in the matter of Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5) on May
21, 2008 and June 18, 2008. Variance Case No. 200Z-00011-(5) was heard
concurrently with Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 and Conditional Use Permit Case

No. 2005-00151-(5).

than the minimum
000 (Single-Family

2. Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5) is a request
required net lot area of 10,000 square fe

3. Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 is a relatt
parcels (including one flag lot) on 0.73 gross a

4. 1-(5) is a related request to
ensure compliance with urban hillsi ign:review criteria, pursuant to
Section 22.56.215 of the_Los Angel '

5.

6.

7.

8.

9. ted on the tentative map is a flag lot gaining access via a 16-foot

wide private driveway from Willowhaven Drive, a 46-foot wide dedicated street.
Parcel Nos. 1 and 2 will gain access directly from Rockpine Lane, a 44-foot wide
dedicated street.

10. The project site is zoned R-1-10,000.
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11.Areas in all directions are zoned R-1-10,000, and R-1-7,500 (Single-Family
Residential- 7,500 Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area) also exists to the west of

the subject property.

12.The subject property currently has one existing single-family residence and a
swimming pool, each to remain. It is surrounded by single-family residences in all
directions, with the Shields Canyon Debris Basin also locate the south and west of

the subject property.

13. The applicant is requesting a Variance to allow less equired minimum net lot

area of 10,000 square feet in the R-1-10,000 zone
Single-family residences are permitted in the R-
of the County Code.

14. The subject property is located within the
Six Dwelling Units Per Acre) Land Use G
General Plan (“General Plan”). Category 1,
maximum of four dwelling units ons
hillside slopes greater than 25 px
dwelling units, which is above the
the project is subject to H|IIS|de M
General Plan. =

' Los Angeles CountyW|de
A land use category, allows a

. The subject property contains
proposes a density of three

15. Proposed Parcel Nt
Lane. They wil
the existing hills
and rear yar

terraced grading design. The retaining
and landscaping in order to reduce the
the development The project site is designated as urban

nimum of 25 percent (7,025 square feet) of open space
s 61 percent (17,377 square feet) of open space

I or of the proposed development. In addition, staff received two
petitions-- one with-57 signatures in opposition to the project, and another with 41
signatures in support of the project. Staff received the support petition on May 20,
2008 and provided it to the Commission at the May 21, 2008 Commission public
hearing. Finally, staff received a letter from the Crescenta Valley Town Council
(“Town Council”) on May 20, 2008. In the correspondence received by staff, those in
opposition stated concerns related to the applicant’s previous subdivision request,
denied by the Commission in 1987; the violation of the existing Conditions, Covenants
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and Restrictions (“*CC&Rs”) for the underlying Tract No. 21972; overall community
compatibility; the aesthetic impact of retaining walls and future residences; slope
stability/landslides; drainage; adequate open/’green” space; haul route impacts to
existing roads; additional traffic to be generated after new homes are built; and traffic
safety and parking concerns along Rockpine Lane.

17. Correspondence in support indicated that the project will by nefit the community by
developing an underutilized portion of land along Rockpine. appear aesthetically
pleasing and not disrupt aesthetic views along of hillside;. trude on the neighbors’
privacy; improve property values in the area;: utilize sewer, water and road
infrastructure; help to eliminate existing brush fire h rve a large amount of
open space; and provide additional housing needed. ir

18. The Town Council, in its meeting on May
on the proposed project. In its letter dat
the details of its May 15™ meeting and att
expressed by the residents in attendance
meeting, a total of 38 people i
and four in favor.

19.0n May 21, 2008 the CommlSSI
testimony from the
representative ma
Commission the
followed by tes
allowed one roun
discussion.

oposed development. The
ee persons in support of the project,
ed. The applicant’s representative was

er engineering standard than the existing surrounding
needed services, infrastructure and schools are already
0 emphasized that the project will be both an ‘improvement”
and “pbenefit’ t ommunlty and that many property improvements (such as
remodels, additions;"etc.) have happened in the community and that they should “all”
be supported. Finally, supporters remarked that the proposed lots are larger than
many of the existing surrounding lots and that a wide street frontage is proposed for
the new parcels along Rockpine Lane, which is consistent with the community.

21.0n May 21, 2008 the Commission also heard testimony from 17 persons opposed to
the project. Regarding the overall project proposal, opponents stated that proposed
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development is not in character with the community and that the project does not
conform to the “overall plan of the area”. In addition, the point was made that an “out
of control” subdivision precedent should not be set in the community. Opponents also
stated that the same denial findings from 1987 are still valid today and that an
approval would “reverse the old decision”, setting a bad precedent. = Opponents
stated that the original tract CC&Rs influenced their decision to move to the area, they
wanted them to be upheld, and that the project does not comply with the CC&Rs
(which are “in force” and are a “living document”). y. opponents claimed that
those in support of the project do not live in the immediate area. '

parcels, proposed setbacks and homes ar
was stated by the opposition that the origina
plan designs and longer driveways”, whic
proposed development. Opponents also
are an “unprecedented” five feet from the
inadequate driveway parking Op
properties” in La Crescenta and
“stable and developed.”

ing of the project, arguing that

23.Opponents also com
50 percent and too steep to

the slopes on the

develop. Oppon
perty is “unstable alluvial fan,” poses a

collapse of retaining walls at a nearby

:;ed that the geology and soils reports have been
les County Department of Public Works, with clearances
emphasized that today’s subdivision standards are “much

afer and more compatible project The representative also

10 feet for the resi ences and added that the project “preserves significant views”
and the applicant has done a “good job” to adapt the development to the terrain.
Finally, the representative stated that the CC&Rs have not been violated and do not

preclude subdivisions.

25.0n May 21, 2008 the Commission considered all testimony and discussed the facts of
the case. First, the Commission discussed that while staff, in its analysis, has found



) )

VARIANCE CASE NO. 2007-00011-(5) . Page50f6
DRAFT FINDINGS ' |

that the project “can work,” it was the Commission’s responsibility to determine
whether the development “should be” permitted.

26.0n May 21, 2008 the Commission discussed the project's consistency with General
Plan Infill Policies and Hillside Management Performance Review Criteria. The
Commission indicated that infill development should be supported, but not in the
“suburban” communlty where the subject property is located. The subject project
constitutes an “urban” style of infill development that is nof compatible with General
Plan infill provisions. The Commission also indicated tha '
is “feasible”, the project is “stretching” the limits and in
provisions of the General Plan The Commlssmn st

the Hillside Management Performance Revi
projects, was “misused” to support the
development proposal.

27.0n May 21, 2008 the Commission also
compatibility and character, an itabili
that there are too many “comm
such as reduced front yard setba
on tall retaining walls, shortened dri
yard area. The Com
from suburban to
precedent if app

Is~currently not “transitioning
of-character and W|Il set a

the right environment” to allow a subdivision
= The development is “technically feasible,” but the
d-be changed “dramatically”. Finally, the Commission

mmission, after considering all of the testimeny, continued
une 18, 2008, and instructed staff to prepare findings for

the public h
denial.

29.0n June 18, 2008 the Commission closed the public hearing and denied Variance
Case No. 2007-00011-(5).

30.The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of
proceedings upon which the Commission’s decision is based in this matter is the Los
Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, 13" Fioor, Hall of Records, 320
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West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian of such
documents and materials shall be the Section Head of the Land Divisions Section,

Regional Planning.

BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
CONCLUDES:

eristics applicable to the
eprive such property of
d. under identical zoning

A. That despite special circumstances or exceptional charai
property, the strict application of the code does ng
privileges enjoyed by other property in the vici
classifications; and

h :special privilege
perties in the vicinity and zone in

B. That the adjustment authorized will ¢
inconsistent with the limitations upon
which the property is situated; and

C. That strict application of zoning regulatio : pply to such property will not
result in practical difficulties=

THEREFORE, in v
Case No. 2007-000
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DRAFT FINDINGS OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CASE NO. 2005-00151-(5)

The Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission (“Commission”) conducted a
duly noticed public hearing in the matter of Conditional Use Permit Case No. 2005-
00151-(5) on May 21, 2008 and June 18, 2008. Condition _Use Permit Case No.

Variance Case No. 2007-00011-(5).

A Conditional Use Permit (“CUP") is required to en
management design review criteria, pursuant to Sg
County Code (“County Code”).

Tentative Parcel Map No. 063010 is a re

required net lot area of 10,0
Residential- 10,000 Square Foot
single-family parcels (7,750 net squ

The proposed proje
natural slopes of 2

within an urban land use category of the
CUP is required for the project, since the
idpoint threshold of two dwelling units

at 2716 Wi &vhaven Drive, within the La Crescenta-
ds District (“CSD”) and the La Crescenta Zoned District.

ately 0.73 gross acres in size. It has variable (flat to
: , with 0.22 acres within zero to 25 percent slopes, 0.02
acres W|thr 7 ent slopes, and 0.47 acres within slopes of 50 percent or

greater.

The project proposes: ;1 14 cubic yards of cut and 156 cubic yards of fill grading, with
1,958 cubic yards of offsite export.

There are no Oak trees existing on the subject site.

10. Parcel No. 3 as depicted on the tentative map is a flag lot gaining access via a 16-foot

wide private driveway from Willowhaven Drive, a 46-foot wide dedicated street. Parcel
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Nos. 1 and 2 will gain access directly from Rockpine Lane, a 44-foot wide dedicated
street.

11. The project site is zoned R-1-10,000.

12. Areas in all directions are zoned R-1-10,000, and R-1-7,500 (Single-Family Residential-
7,500 Square Foot Minimum Required Lot Area) also exists to.the west of the subject

property.

13. The subject property currently has one existing singl idence and a swimming

pool, each to remain. It is surrounded by single-fam y re

property.

14. The applicant is requesting a Variance to
area of 10,000 square feet in the R-1-10,01
Single-family residences are permitted in thé-
'22.20.070 of the County Code. =

roposed Parcels 1 and 2.
0 zone pursuant to Section

15. The subject property is located wi
Six Dwelling Units Per Acre) Lan
General Plan (“General=P|

reshold of two dwelling units. Therefore,
-performance criteria as described in the

residential pa

17. Staff received ap imately 34 letters or correspondence from local residents-- 19
opposed and 15 in favor of the proposed development. In addition, staff received two
petitions-- one with 57 signatures in opposition to the project, and another with 41
signatures in support of the project. Staff received the support petition on May 20, 2008
and provided it to the Commission at the May 21, 2008 Commission public hearing.
Finally, staff received a letter from the Crescenta Valley Town Council (“Town Council”)
on May 20, 2008. In the correspondence received by staff, those in opposition stated
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concerns related to the applicant’'s previous subdivision request, denied by the
Commission in 1987; the violation of the existing Conditions, Covenants and
Restrictions (“CC&Rs") for the underlying Tract No. 21972; overall community
compatibility; the aesthetic impact of retaining walls and future residences; slope
stability/landslides; drainage; adequate open/’green” space; haul route impacts to
existing roads; additional traffic to be generated after new homes are built; and traffic
safety and parking concerns along Rockpine Lane.

enefit the community by

18. Correspondence in support indicated that the project
ane; appear aesthetically

developlng an underutlhzed pomon of land along Roc

19. The Town Council, in its meeting on May 15;
on the proposed prOJect In its letter dated May-19;
details of its May 15" meeting and: ]
by the residents in attendance. T
38 people indicated their concern

the specific concerns expressed
that at the meeting, a total of

20.0n May 21, 2008 the
from the applicant’s repr
a presentation destri

licant’s representative made
The Commission then heard
e project, followed by testimony from 17

persons opposed ive was allowed one round of rebuttal

before the Commis

uture Tesidences on the subject property will be constructed
dard than the existing surrounding residences and that all
ture and schools are already present. Supporters also
roject will be both an “improvement” and “benefit’ to the
community and iny property improvements (such as remodels, additions, etc.)
have happened in“the community and that they should “all” be supported. Finally,
supporters remarked that the proposed lots are larger than many of the existing
surrounding lots and that a wide street frontage is proposed for the new parcels along
Rockpine Lane, which is consistent with the community.

emphasized 1

22.0n May 21, 2008 the Commission also heard testimony from 17 persons opposed to
the project. Regarding the overall project proposal, opponents stated that proposed
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development is not in character with the community and that the project does not
conform to the “overall plan of the area”. In addition, the point was made that an “out of
control” subdivision precedent should not be set in the community. Opponents also
stated that the same denial findings from 1987 are still valid today and that an approval
would “reverse the old decision”, setting a bad precedent. Opponents stated that the
original tract CC&Rs influenced their decision to move to the area, they wanted them to
be upheld, and that the project does not comply with the CC&Rs (which are “in force”
and are a “living document”). Lastly, opponents clalmed thiat those in support of the
project do not live in the immediate area.

23. Regarding the site plan/design of the project, oppo
were originally graded as “flat pads”, sthe”
parcels, proposed setbacks and homes, are out:
stated by the opposition that the original subd
designs and longer driveways”, which ar
development. Opponents also stated thatt
“unprecedented” five feet from the curb, an
driveway parking Opponents claimg
Crescenta and stressed that the
developed.”

the de3|gn provides inadequate
“[re]subdivided propertles in La
be preserved as “stable and

1y .ed that the geology and soils reports have been
Angles County Department of Public Works, with clearances
emphasized that today’'s subdivision standards are “much
afer and more compatible project. The representative also

s-and added that the project “preserves significant views” and the
applicant has done a “good job” to adapt the development to the terrain. Finally, the
representative stated that the CC&Rs have not been violated and do not preclude

subdivisions.

26.0n May 21, 2008 the Commission considered all testimony and discussed the facts of
the case. First, the Commission discussed that while staff, in its analysis, has found -
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that the project “can work,” it was the Commission’s responsibility to determine whether
the development “should be” permitted.

27.0n May 21, 2008 the Commission discussed the project's consistency with General
Plan Infill Policies and Hillside Management Performance Review Criteria. The
Commission indicated that infill development should be supported, but not in the
“suburban” community where the subject property is located. The subject project
constitutes an “urban” style of infill development that is n ompatible with General
Plan infill provisions. The Commission also indicated that ough the development is
“feasible”, the project is “stretching” the limits and in -the Hillside Management
provisions of the General Plan. The Commission stat the Hillside Management

projects, was “misused” to support the
development proposal.

28.0n May 21, 2008 the Commission also discuss
and character, and the suitability .e
too many “community inconsist
reduced front yard setbacks, “

;rently not “transitioning from
0 r’ and will set a precedent if
ed that if the project was approved, other

area. The Commissiol
suburban to urban” and the

rallow a subdivision with a zoning variance.
lly feasible,” but the neighborhood character would be

30.0n June 18, 2008~ e Commission closed the public hearing and denied Conditional
Use Permit No. 2005-00151-(5).

31.The location of the documents and other materials constituting the record of
proceedings upon which the Commission’s decision is based in this matter is the Los
Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, 13" Floor, Hall of Records, 320
West Temple Street, Los Angeles, California 90012. The custodian of such documents
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and materials shall be the Section Head of the Land Divisions Section, Regional
Planning.

BASED ON THE FOREGOING, THE REGIONAL A PLANNING COMMISSION
CONCLUDES: :

A. The proposed use is inconsistent with the General -Plan, including hillside

management provisions; and

B. The requested use at the proposed location wil

f.persons residing or

i. Adversely affect the health, peace, comfort or welfa

working in the surrounding area, or

ii. Be materially detrimental to the us
other persons located in the vicini

i. Jeopardize, endanger or otherwise
safety or general welfare; and

walls, fences, parking and |
features prescribed in this titl
said use with the

sed dwelling units exceeding the midpoint of the permitted
an hillsides is based on the inability to mitigate problems of
i S|gn and/or environmental considerations, as provided in the code
and the General Plan.

THEREFORE, in view of the findings of fact and conclusions presented above, Conditional
Use Permit Case No. 2005-00151-(5) is denied.





